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In keeping with 815132 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CBEQiflelinesthe administrative record of the Final
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (FSEWR)the proposed TiogaCommunity HousingProject consists of the
following elements:

@ TheamendedDraft Subsequent EIR (DSEIR), provided separately

@ Copies and/osummaries of comments and recommendations received on the DSEIR

@ A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the DSEIR

d Lead Agencyeasponsego significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process
@ Other information added by the Lead Agency

1.3 COMMENT LETTERS3APPROACH TO RESPONSESSEIR FORMAT

CEQA Guidelines 815088 sets fottle requirements for evaluation of and response to comments on a draft EIR
Oj AqQ 4EA 1 AAA Acinkénss bn edvitoArhehtal BsDes re@eivedl Acom persons who reviewed the
draft EIRand shall prepare a written response. The Lead Agency shall respond to comments received during the noticed
comment period and any extensions and may respond to late comments
(b)The lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a public agency on comments made by that public agency
at least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact report.
(c) The written response shall describe the disposition dtaignéinvironmental issues raised (e.g., revisions to the
proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or objections). In particular, the major environmentaissdubsn
the Lead Agency's position is at variance with recommendations and pbjeaied in the comments must be addressed
in detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. There must be good faith, reasoned
analysis in respons€onclusorgtatements unsupported by factual information will not suffice
(d) The response to comments may take the form of a revision to tieRvafinay be a separate section in the ftig.
Where the response to comments makes important changes in the information contained in the text dElRe ttheaft

Lead Agencghould either:

(1) Revise the text in the body of EHiR, or
(2) Include marginal notes showing that the information is revised in the response to c@rments

As discussed more thoroughly in FSEIR §3.0, a tot@Détomment letters were received over the course of the DSEIR

public review period.A significant majority 6these comment letter697 letters) OOET EUAA A OCAWaSOAOAA
provided by the Mono Lake CommitteeThe remainin@07 letters were sentby agenciesorganizationsand citizens who
providedindividualcomments tailored to the project proposal. Many of these individual letters identify specific issues for
review and consideration, and many express personal views and concerns for corisiddnathe Board of Supervisors,

and/or request that the Board of Supervisors act to deny or approve the projeoctmal responses were prepared to
address 19f the individualcomment letters that raisedechnicalor documentaryquestions identified regulatory and
permitting requirements,and/or made specifiand detailedrecommendations regarding the projecnd proposed
alternatives

Complete opies of all comment letters are provided in the FSEIR appendiE&EIRAppendix Aprovidescopies ofthe
207individual letters(including the 19 letters for which formal respondes/e beerprepared. FSEIRAppendixB provides

copies ofthe 697 AT I 1 AT O 1 AOOAOO OEAO OO6Ehbled) R And GEIst alOogrimerdt @heGA A I
commentersin eachtable are presented in alphabetical order.

14 Organization of FSEIRComments andResponses

The responses to comments have been organized in keeping with the comments recd#8tIR85.0 provides topical
responses to addredeey issues raised in the comment letters (including the individual and the generated letfe88IR
86.0 providesspecificresponses tassues identified i19 comment letterswith substantivequestionsthat provided a basis
for most of the Topical Responsesn these instances the reader is referred to the appropriate topical respaisae

applicable, andailored responses are provided to the remaining issues raised



CEQA Guidelines 815088(states that the response to comments can take the form of a DSEIR revision, or may be
provided as a separate section in the FSEIR, but that the DSEIR text should be revised wherever important changes are
made. The text of the Draft Specific Plan Amendmer8#as beenupdated to incorporate changes made though the
response to commentgsee FSEIRE7). It is anticipated thatthe comprehensiveDSEIRtext updates will becompleted

shortly beforethe Board of Supervisorsoldsits hearings) on the FSEIR.In this Fiml SEIRext, the DSEIR and Specific

Plan textrevisions arelescribed in the topical responses and in thdividualresponses, and summarized TABLE 21.

15 CONDITIONS CALLING FORIEIRRECIRCULATION PRIOR TO CERTIFICATION

CEQA Guidelines 81508&8tlinesthe conditions that would require a Lead Agency to recirculate an EIR

15088.5.RECIRCULATION OF AN EIR PRIOR TO CERTIFICATION

(a) A lead agency is requitedecirculatean EIRwhen significant new information is added toEhRafter public notice is given o
the availability of the drafEIRfor public review under Section 15087 but before certification. As used in this section, the term
"information” cannclude changes in the project or environmental setting as well as additional data or other information. New
information added to aBIRis not "significant" unless ti#Ris changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful
opportunity to commerupon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such
an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project's proponents have declined to implement. "Ségwificant n
information" requingrecirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that:

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to|be
implemented.

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation meadopésdatieat
reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed wimgiseciearly
the environmental impacts of the project, but the ptsjpcoponents decline to adopt it.

(4) The drafEIRwas so fundamentally and basically inadequateamtiusoryn nature that meaningful public review and
comment were precludedd@untain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game b889) 214 Cal.App.3843)
(b) Recirculation is not required where the new information addedgirtherely clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant
modifications in an adequaiR.
(c) If the revision is limited to a few chapters or portions Bffh¢éhdead agency need omgcirculatehe chapters or portions
that have been modified.
(d) Recirculation of dlRrequires notice pursuant to Section 15087, and consultation pursuant to Section 15086.
(e) A decision not tecirculatean EIRmust be suppted by substantial evidence in the administrative record.

This FSEIR incorporates many changes in the project proposal that are in direct response to comment letters on the DSEIR.
The changes are summarized in FSEIRa88 discussed in the formallopicd Responses (FSEIR) &nd in theresponses

to specificcomments (FSEIRSE and inthe text of theupdated Specific Plan Amendment3#FSEIRS7. Most of the project
changesare intended to minimize th@otentially significant impactshat wereidentified in the DSEIR, and/an response

to agency and public input concerning project design and implementation.

None of the project changes made in this FSEIR woesdlt in or causa new significant impadhat was not addressed in

the DSEIRr a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental implaat was not addressed in the DSEIR. None

of the project changes would constitute or result in ttegection of a feasible alternative that wouldive potential tdessen
environmental effets.  Finally, none of the comment letters present substantive evidence theg draftEIRwas so
fundamentally and basically inadequate andnclusoryin nature that meaningful public review & comment were
precluded. Based on the abowensiderationsthe Draft Subsequent EIR has not been recirculat€de reader is referred

to Topical Response #13 (EIR Scope of Analysis) for additional discussion of CEQA requirements pertaining to the
Community Housingproject.

TIOGA COMMUNITY HOUSING FINAL SUBSEQUENT EIR



2.1

SECTION?

SUBSTANTIVE PROJECT CHANGES

IN RESPONSE TO DSEIR COMMENTS

CHANGES MADE IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE DSEIR

In response to comments on the DSEIR, changes have been incorporated into the project and project mitigation measures.
Key changesire listedbelow, and the text of the Draft SEIR has been modifiethtmrporate all changes.

TABLEZ2-1. Summaryof Project Modifications

TOPIQISSUE

SUMMARY OF PROJEQMODIFICATIONS
AND CLARIFICATIONS

WHERHBESSUE
ISDISCUSSED

PROJECT TITLE

The proposed project title has been changed from Tioga Workforce Housin
TiogaCommunity Housing The change responds to comments in a numbel
the commentletters, and also acknowledges that project rents will be set to m
requirements of the Mon&ounty Housing Mitigation Ordinance, but will not k
set to meet state definitions of affordability.

Table 32 & Appendix A, individual
commentson project title
Table 33 & Appendix B, generated
commentson project title

NEW
PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVES

A new Alternative 6 has been developed to lessen the project impacts
aesthetic values. Alternative 6 is now identified as the Preferred Proje
Alternative (replacing the project design shown in the DSEIR Concept Site F

TOPICAL ESPONSE #1 (Aesthetic
TOPICAL RESPONSE #3
(Alternatives)

AESTHETICS
& PROJECT
DESIGN

Topical Response #1 provides detailed information and illustrations
Alternative 6, which is now identified as the preferred project alternatiliee
modified design elements includedditional grading to lower the base elevatic
(and thus the roof elevation) of the housing units, a reduction in the numbe
housing structures and a changed orientation and layout of the structu
redesign of the dwer and more prominent -&tory structures to be -tory
structures, reduction in the overall housing footprint, articulation of nati
landscaping elements that will be used to provide rapid growth and optil
screening, and other elements.

TOPICAL RESPCBE #1 (Aesthetics
Letter #1, Comment 1

Letter #2, Comment 10

Letter #3, Comments 142

Letter #6, Comment 2

Letter #10, Comment 4b

Letter #12, Comments [.A-LA.8,
I.D.4.d, 1.D.4.e, 1.D.4.h, II:-A.D
Letter #15, Comment 11.B.1
Letter #16,Comments 16, 17
Table3-2 & AppendixA, individual
commentson aesthetics

Table3-3 & Appendix Bgenerated
commentson aesthetics

LIGHT &
GLARE

Elements of the Scenic Combining District Regulations that will be applied t¢
project aredetailed, in addition to mandatory requirements to preserve d¢
skies and minimize light pollution.

TOPICAL RESPONSE #2 (Light &
Glare)

Letter #1, Comment 1

Letter #6, Comment 4

Letter #10, Comment 3d

Letter #12, Comment I.A.5, |.A.6,
1.D.4.9,Il.A1l.D

Letter #15, Comment |.B.1

Letter #16, Comment 18




Table 32 & Appendix A, individual
commentson light & glare
Table 33 & Appendix B, generated
commentson light & glare

ALTERNATIVES

This FSEIR incorporates a Concept Site Plan additional analysis for the
Cluster Alternative.

TOPICAL RESPONSE #3
(Alternatives)

Letter #6, Comment 5

Letter #10, Comment 5

Letter #12, Comment [I.Al.D
Letter #15, II.C

Table 32 & Appendix A, individua
commentson alternatives

Table 33 & Appendix Bgenerated
commentson alternatives

TOPICAL RESPONSE #5 (Deer)

DEER This FSEIR concludes that construction of a deer passageway in the pj Letter #1, Comment 2
PASSAGEWAY |vicinity is infeasible, and deletes the goal to seek grant funding for this purp| Letter #3, Comment 5
Direct impacts to deer remaifess than significant, and cumulative impacts | Letter #12, Comment I.C.1, I.C.5,
deer remain significant and unavoidable. Table 32 & Appendix A, individua
commentson deer
Table 33& Appendix B, generatec
commentson deer
Topical Response #6 of this FSEIR describes a new plan to incorpor] TOPICAL RESPONSE #6
SECONDARY |secondary emergency access along the SCE easement, as well amné€®) | (Secondary Acces§ire Safety)
EMERGENCY |mitigation measure requiring that aencroachment permitbe obtained from| Letter #2, Comment 3
ACCESS, FIRE #f A ] O O A ’l\' (? ] ENIC'E M(’?E'AA‘ ) ‘O A AJ :l: A A Q_U ,\A A\@M}QSG@; Letter #3, Comment 14
SERVICE. FIREC - Ax - ECGEACAIGEAACU | A BJEmaitiatich AnedsuregFTY | Letter #8, Comments 25
' 5.7(d)EvacuatiorPlan) has beerincorporated into the Specific Plan, and deletq Letter #10, Comments 3a and 3g
RISK from the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Prograjn O DDAlete@Mitigation | Letter #11, Comment 1
MeasureshOAAOAOQET T 01 AT &6 AAIT xQs8 Letter #15, Comment 11.B.2
Letter #16, Comment 15
Letter #18, Comment 1
Table 32 & Appendix A, individua
commentson secondary access
Table 33 & Appendix B, generate
commentson secondary access
TOPICALRESPONSE #7 (Phasin
PROJECT The project proposal how incorporates a Phasing Plan with 3 stages of ho| TOPICAL RESPONSE #14
PHASING construction. (Community Character)

Letter #4, Comment 1, 5

Letter #8, Comment 2

Letter #10, Comments 1, 2, 3c, 5,
Letter #12, Comments 1.D.7, I.C
II.C.3

Letter #15, Comment II.A

Letter #16, Comment 3

Table 32 & Appendix Aindividual

commentson phasing

Table 33 & Appendix B, generate
commentson phasing

TOPICAL RESPONSE #8 (Housir
Letter #10, Comment 6




HOUSING This FSEIR provides additional information regarding the objective to proj Letter #13, Comment 4
NEED, housing for onsite workers, the timing of hotel and restaurant constructi| Letter #15, Comment II.A, 11.B.6
OCCUPANCY, eligibility criteria and priorities for occupancy of tli@ommunity Housingunits, | Letter #16, Comment 2
OBJECTIVES and intent to compy with applicable housing laws. Table3-2 & AppendixA, individual
comments on housing, occupancy
Table3-3 & Appendix Bgererated
comments on housing, occupancy
TOPICAL RESPONSE #8 (Housi
HOUSING The project will comply with requirements of the newly adopted Hous| Letter #10, Comment 1
MITIGATION Mitigation Ordinance Letter #14, Comment 3
ORDINANCE Letter #15, Comment II.A
(HMO) Letter #16, Comments 2, 3
Table3-2 & AppendixA, individual
comments on HMO
Table3-3& AppendixB, generated
comments on HMO
TOPICAL RESPONSE #9 (SR
TRAFFIC The Traffic Impact Analysis has been updated to incorporate new traffic co| 120/US 395)
IMPACTS AT |and additional information concerning Caltrans plans for US 395 in the pr¢ TOPICAL RESPONSE #4
SR 120/US 395 region. The updated analysis retains the DSEIR conclusion that impacts woy (Connectivity)
JUNCTION significant and navoidable. TOPICAL RESPONSE #12
(Significant Impacts)
TOPICAL RESPONSE #13 (EIR
Scope)
Letter #1, Comment 1
Letter #3, Comment 3, 7, 8, 9
Table3-2 & AppendixA, individual
comments on SR 120/US 395
Table3-3 & Appendix Bgenerated
comments on SR 120/US 395
Appendix D, Updated Traffic
Impact Analysis
The Concept Site Plan has been modified to incorporate a bus stop for BS| TOPICAL RESPONSE #Euses)
ESTA/ESUSD [the vicinity of the hotelaccesgoad, anda separate bus stop f&SUSD buses i| Letter #3, Comments 6, 8
& YARTS BUS |the full-service restauranparking areawith a path connecting tdhe Day Care| Letter #5, Comment 1
STOPS Center. The YARTS bus stop will remain at the present location in the Cal Table 32 & Appendix A, individua
Right-of-Way. Please see NEW Mitigation 5.5%). comments on bus services
Table 33 & Appendix B, generate
comments on bus services
TOPICAL RESPONSE #Mater)
SUREACE AND|A new measure is added to address future increases in groundwater sal Letter #7, Comments B
GROUND BMPs are now provided for stormwater management and for spills & leaks,| Letter #12, Comment |.B-1.B.3
WATER details are provided regarding water quality monitoring wells to be installed | Letter #13, Comment 2
SUPPLY AND and downgradient of the wastewater treatment plantAdditional discussion i Letter #16, Comments 114
] also provided regarithg the conclusion that project water use would not impg Letter #7, Comments B
g:NAIITI'I,ZiI’ON neighboring wells or waterbodies. Letter #12, Comment |.B-1B.3

Letter #13, Comment 2

Letter #16, Comments 114
Table3-2 & Appendix Aindividual
comments on watek: sanitation
Table3-3 & Appendix Bgenerated
comments on watek: sanitation
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TOPICAL RESPONSE #4

GRANT The intent to seek grant funding is no longer cited in connection with mitigat (Connectivity)
FUNDING AND |of the potentially significant project impacts on the SR 120/US 395 Intersect TOPICAL RESPONSE #5 (Deer)
MITIGATION deer migration, or pedestrian and cycling connectivity between the project | TOPICAL RESPONSE #9 (SR
and Lee Vimg. Additionally, the status of these three impacts has changed | 120/US 395)
result of FSEIR comments and responses (pleasetseeiscussionprovidedin | TOPICAL RESPONSE #12
Topical Response #12). (Significant Impacts)
: _— . . : . Letter #1, Comments 2, 3
The applicant still intends to seek grant funding, if the project is approved
offset infrastructure improvement costs. Letter #3, Comment 7
Letter #4, Comment 2
Letter #9, Comment 2
Letter #10, Comments 1, 3b, 4a
Letter #12, Comments 1.C, I.C.5,
I.C.6,1.D.5, 1.D.7, 11.D.9
Letter #14, Comment 4
Letter #15, Comment 11.B.3
Table3-2 & Appendix Aindividual
comments on grant$ mitigation
Table3-3& AppendixB, generated
comments on grants and mitigatic
This FSEIR clarifies that tf@ommunity Housinglaycare facility will be staffed] TOPICALRESPONSE1 (Aesthetics)
DAY CARE available for use by residents and Lee Vining community members, and equi| Topical Response #10
FACILITIES with an onsitedefibrillator. Additionally,the Concept Site Plan has been| Letter #8, Comment 6
modified to incorporate a bustop and turnaround aredor ESUSD buses in th| Letter #16, Comment 17
full-service restaurant parking area, with a path connectingthe Day Care Table 32 & Appendix A, individual
Center(see NEW MitigatiorMeasure5.5(-2). comments on day care
Table 33 & Appendix B, generated
comments on day care
TOPICAL RESPONSE #3
EV CHARGING |Additional information is provided regarding the location and design of | (Alternatives)
charging facilities. Letter 6, Comment 5
FAGIEISS ang Letter 16, Comments 5, 6
Table 32 & Appendix A, individual
comments on EV Facilities
Table 33 & Appendix B, generated
comments on EV Facilities
Valid causes for eviction gfojectresidents are drified to include including:
. . . Letter 6, Comment 7
CAUSES FOR |(a)short-term subletting of units (first offense), Letter 12. Comment |.C.2. 1.C.4
EVICTION (b) unleashed/unfencegets (more than 2 offenses), Letter 16: Comment 15
(c) disposing of trash outside pfor failing to properly close the lid ofear Table3-2 & AppendixA, individual
resistantreceptaclegmore than 2offenses). comments on causes fa@viction
All eviction provisions will be subject to state law, and will be revised if reqy Taple3-3 & Appendix Bgenerated
for compliance purposes. comments on causes for eviction
COLORS & Specific Plan Amendment #3 will include a stipulation that all efasing walls| TOPICAL RESPONSE #1
MATERIALS |shallAA DAET OAA ET O3EAEAO ' OAUS AT A | (Aesthetics)

(Specific Plan
Amendment Item)

a dull finish and dark, muted colors.

Letter #12, @mment |.D.4.h

SOLAR
PANELS

This FSEIR clarifies that solar panels will be placed onlg@nmunity Housing
roofs with a southsouthwestsoutheasterly exposure.

TOPICAL RESPONSE {Aesthetics)
TOPICAL RESPONSE #3
(Alternatives)

Letter 4,Comment 5

Letter 6, Comment 5
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Letter 12, Comments |.A.4, |.Dl4
I.D.9. 11.D.7

Letter 16, Comment 7, 10
Table3-2 & Appendix Aindividual
comments on solar panels
Table3-3& AppendixB, generated
comments on solar panels

Details concerning the landscape plan have been further clarified, with a

TOPICAL RESPONSE Aesthetics)

LANDSCAPING | mitigation measure to optimize plant growth and control noxious wee| TOPICAL RESPONSE #Zght &
(Specific Plan Additionally, DSEIR Tablé.11 (as well as the Tioga Specific Plan Amendm| Glare)
e #3 Plant Paléte) is hereby amended to incorporatpurshia tridentataas shown| TOPICAL RESPONSE #3
below. (Alternatives)
Item) _ i _ TOPICAL RESPONSHEDBeer)
AMENDEDDSEIRTABLE 4.11(Specific Plan Table 813). Tioga Specific TOPICAL RESPONSEPhasing)
Plan Amendment #3 Plant Palette Letter 1, Comments 1, 2, 3
Landscape Specieg Common Nam¢ Specieg Scientific Name Letter 4, Comment 2
Stratum Letter 6, Comment 5
tree Jeffrey Pine Pinus jeffreyi Letter 7, Comments 3, 8
tree Singleleaf Pinyon Pinus monophylla Letter 10, Comments 3d, 5
tree (irrigated Quaking Aspen Populus tremuloides Letter 12, Comments .A.4, |.A.5,
during summer) ILA.6, 1.C.1, 1.D.1, I.D.4.a, I.D.4.h,
shrub Mountain Mahogany Cercocarpus ledifolius 11.D.4
shrub Desert Peach Prunus andersonii Letter 13, Comments 7, 16
shrub YellowRabbitbrush Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus Letter 17
Shrub Bitterbrush Purshia tridentata Table3-2 & AppendixA, individual
shrub Wild Buckwheat Eriogonum fasciculatum, and/or| | COmments on&ndscaping
E. umbellatum, E. microthecum | | Table3-3& AppendixB, generated
shrub (irrigated | Willow Salix exigua comments on landscaping
during summer)
shrub (irrigated | Wild Rose Rosa woodsii
during summer)
herb Silvery Lupine Lupinus argenteus
herb Chicalote Argemone munita
herb $1 O6CI AO& OAJ Carex douglasii
herb Basin Wildrye Elymus cinereus
herb Needlegrass Stipa hymenoides and/or
S. comata, S. occidentalis
herb (irrigated Needlegrass Stipa occidentalis
during summer)
DELETEDMEASURES
YARTS STOP RELOCATION. In comments on the DSEIR, Caltrans requestf TOPICAL RESPONSE #8ousing)
YARTS BUS the EIRclarify the onsite YARTS stop, noting that Caltrans would supyg TOPICAL RESPONSE £8R 120/US
STOP relocating the YARTS stop onto the Tioga property in order to eliminate awkw 395 Junction)
RELOCATION |Pus maneuvers on SR 120 atiereby benefit traveler safety (see Letter #{ TOPICAL RESPONSE #]

Comment 1). In a subsequent communicatidARTS staffindicated a firm
preference for the bus stop to remain inside the Caltrans Raghivay in the
AOOOOAR AAAAOOA 9! 24338 ussiofsdedk puBlidright
I £ xAU AT i DAOAA O1 AOO O00I PO 11 BC

concerning the bus stop locationYARTS/Caltrans Mitigation TFFC 5.9

(ESTA/ESUSD/YARTS stops)
Letter 3, Comments 1,3, 7, 13
Letter 4, Comment 7

Letter 9, Comment 1

Letter 16, Comment 5

1Telephone communication with Cindy Kelly and Christine Chavez, YARTS staff, 17 January 2020.
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Relocation of YARTS Stop: Recommendation TFFC &9{s herebyDELETED
from the DSEIR text including (a) Tablel2page 26, (b) DSEIR 85.9 (Traffic ai
Circulation) Summary of Project Impacts on page-%,9b) DSEIR §85® page
5.99, and (d) DSEIR Table-B0page 1€12. The deleted mitigign measure is
provided below:

DELETED

Table 3-2 & AppendixA, individual
comments on YARTS
Table 3-3 & AppendixB, generated
comments on YARTS

EVACUATION
PLAN

This FSEIR incorporates DSEIR Mitigation MeasBFSY 5.7(d) (Emergenc
Evacuation)into the Specific Plan, with added requirements, and deletes
measure from the MMRPDeleted Mitigation SFTY 5.7(d) anéw Specific Plar]
Implementation Measur&b(5)are shown below, with revisions to the languag
previouslyused in DSEIRIitigation SFTY 5.7(d).

DELETED

NEW SPECIFIC PLAN IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE 2bf5public safety
evacuation plan shall be prepared for use by onsite residents and busines
the event of a natural disasteThe plan must be approved byVFPDthrough
the standard@ill serveletter required by the County, prior to the issuance o
building permit. The plan shall be prepared in collaboration with and apprd
by Mono County EMS and the Mono County Sheriff.

TOPIG\L RESPONSE #6 (Seconda
AccessFire Safety)

Letter 3, Comment 14

Letter 8, Comments 3, 4

Letter 15, Comment I1.B.2

Table 32 & Appendix A, individua
comments on fire safety

Table 33 & Appendix B, generate
comments on fire safety

AMENDED MEASURES

LOW IMPACT
DEVELOPMENT

The stormwater managementow Impact Development (LID) BMP Progra
presentedin DSEIRMitigation Measure GEO 5.1(b), iereby amendedwith
changes as shown below:

AMENDED MITIGATION GEO 5.1(b) (Low Impact Developmeit)e Low
Impact Development BestManagement Practices Program (LID BMP
outlined in HYDR®.2(a6) shall be implementedhrough the life of the Tioga
Specific Plan.

Letter #7, Comment 3

LEACHFIELD
PERCOLATION
STANDARDS

4EEO &3%) 2 Al Al AXDROG2(h-2()eachfiél) /Percolation

Standard]d A O OET x1 AAI T xd
AMENDED MITIGATION HYDRO 5.2¢2) (Leachfield Percolation
Standards): Percolation rates for the new leachfield shall be determined
accordance with procedures prescribed by LRWQCB. Where the percol
rates are faster than 5 MPI, the minimum distance to anticipated h
groundwatershall be no less than 40 fediased on information provided by thi
well logs drilled within 600 feet of the anticipated disposal locatiote that
OEA AOEOAOEA &I O AAEEAOEI C A 1 E]
percolation rates faster than 5 MP was developed for effluent freeptic
systems, whereas project effluent from the wastewater treatment plant will
secondary treated and denitrified. Thus the required depth to groundwz
may be modified during the LRWQCB permitting procgss.

Letter #7, Comment 6

CULTURAL
RESOURCES

This FSEIR amends MITIGATION CULT 5.4(a) (Discovery of Archaeol
Resources) to provide new provisions regarding potential for discovery
archaeological resources on the project site as shown below:

MITIGATION CULT 5.4(a). Discovery of Archaeological ResouRras: to
ET EOEAOETT 1T &£ AT U AAOOExT OE 11 OE|
shall receive reasonable compensationan amount equivalent to 50 hours |
time and travel costsThe Tribe may use the 50 hours of compensated time
training of the onsite construction crew and/or for tribal monitoring, with tl
allocation of time to be at their discretiorAdditionally, dl construction plans

that require grounddisturbance and excavation shall contain an advis

Letter #6, Comments 8, 910
Letter #13, Comment 1
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statement that there is potential for exposing buried archaeological resouyrt
which would require implementation of the procedures described beldwe

interested Tribes shall be notified by postahihand electronic mail no less ths
10 days prior to the initiation of any grading or earthworkiibal monitorsare

invited to observe the work at any timeither as paid professionals within th
50-hour prediscovery allotted compensation or as nqaid volunteers In the
event of the discovery of archaeologigaisources during construction, groun
disturbance shall be suspended within a 200t radius of the location of sucl
discovery until the area can be evaluated bgibal cultural resource gerts

assisted bya qualified archaeologisiThe selectiorof the archaeologist will be
approved by Mono County, the Mono Lake Kutzadika'a Tribe, Bridgeport In
Colony, and the project proponeniThe Tribal cultural resource experts and t|
archaeologist shall be fairly compensatafork shall not resume in the define
area until sufficient research and data collectioare conductedto make a
determination as to the significance of the resource. If the resource
determined to be significant and mitigation is required, the first priority shall
avoidance and preservation of the resource. All feasible recommendatior|
the Tribal cultural resource expertnd archaeologist shall be implementec
Mitigation may incude, but is not limited to, ifield documentation and
recovery of specimens, laboratory analysis, preparation of a report detailing
methods and findings of the investigation, and curation at an appropri
collection facility. Evaluation and recommendationshall be developed ir
collaboration with the Kutzedika'a Indian Community of Lee Vining and

Bridgeport Indian Colony, and the tribes shall be responsible for rdgténg

who will monitor the subsequent ground disturbané&stdiscovery, he tribal

monitor shall receive reasonable compensaticior time and travel costs
beyond the 56hour limit allocated for prediscovery monitoring.

PEDESTRIAN
CONNECTIVITY,

4EEO &3%) 2 Al AT A0 O PAWAIOOOVEAIT

, GabsBolvigbklovA T A 3 A £A (

AMENDED HUD MTIGATION SVCS 5.8(a) (Pedestrian Safety) A
meandering pathway, between Vista Point Drive and the site of the propg
Wastewater Treatment Plant (just northeast of the hotel site), shall
incorporated into the Tioga Concept Plan (including the original plan |
Alternative 6). The pathway sifi be ADA compliant and designed for safe L
by pedestrians, bicycles and by project utility carts serving the WW
Additionally, rightof-way (R/W) shall be reserved on the Concept Plar|
extend between the path terminus at the WWTP and the northtges-most
property boundary. The R/W shall incorporate sufficient width

accommodate a future AD&ompliant pedestrian/ cycling pathway
Construction of a pedestrian/cycling path within the reserved R/W shal
triggered if and when Caltrans approvekaps to implement a nommotorized
connectivity project between Lee Vining and the SR120/US 395 intersectic

TOPICAL RESPONSE
(Connectivity)
TOPICAL RESPONSE

(Significant Impacts)

Letter #1, Comment 3
Letter #3, Comment 9
Letter #4, Comment 3
Letter #5, Comment 3
Letter #10, Comment 3b, 4a

Letter #12, Comment |.C.5, 1.D.9

I.D
Letter #16, Comment 20

Table 32 & Appendix A, individua|

comments on connectivity

Table 33 & Appendix B, generate

comments on connectivity

NEW MEASURES

STORMWATER

BMPs

The stormwater management.ow Impact Development (LIDBMPs listed in
DSEIRMitigation Measure GEO 5.1(bable 5.24 are incorporated into a forma

new Mitigation Measure HYDRO 5.2, with changes as shown below:

Letter #7, Comment 3

2Reasonable compensation for piscovery and postdiscovery tribal time and services shall include mileage at standard IRS rates,
and an hourly fee (including monitoring and travel time) not to exceed $40.
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NEW MITIGATIONHYDRO5.2(a6) (Stormwater BMPs):In compliance with
Mono County General Plan Appendix §25.016e tID Best Stormwater
Management Practices Program (LID BMPBjovided herein shall be
implementedthroughout the life of the Tioga Specific PlafPurposes of LIC
implementation are to keep polluted runoff water out of the rivers and lak
use the chemical properties of soil and plants to remove pollutants from we
design subdivisions to clean their own stormwater rather than dumping it i
streams or lakes, and preservthe natural water flow of the site beyon

OANOEOAA Al AAgusudld A OAOOET AOO

Low Impact Development Features of theProject

NATURAL Onsite flows will be carried in drainage conveyance faciliti
DRAINAGE located along slopes and collection elements will be sited
CONTROLS natural depressions.

RUNOFF Stormwater runoff will be collected into the new stormwate
COLLECTION AND | retention systan, which is sized to accommodate
TREATMENT conservative infiltration rate of 5 minutes per inch. Treatme

will be provided by bioswales located in the landscaped ar
of the parking lot. Additional treatment facilities may b
provided including placement of lboremoval inserts in the
inlets, or a separate oil treatment unit.

ONSITE FLOW Runoff and excess water will be maintained onsite up to th

RETENTION required 20year storm design standard.

INFILTRATION Use of rock swales & collection featuresetohance filtration
of pollutants.

ROAD/PATHRUN Channels and/or swales will be used to create a separate

OFF SEPARATION | between roads and pedestrian paths.

ROAD DESIGN Road improvements will be the mimum required for public

safetyand emergency access, and will continue to feature
traffic calming features including curvilinear design, low sp
limits, posted turn restrictions, high visibility internal signag
CLUSTER DESIGN | Onsite uses will feature compact design layouts that
preserve open space and natural vegetation, and minimiz¢
energy costs.

VEGETATION Mature vegetation will be preserved, and native bitterbrusl

RETENTION vegetation lost to fire will be replanted and irrigated until
established.

SCREENING The layout ofproposed uses and design of grading contout

will minimize offsite visibility of constructed elements.
WATER USE FOR The project will comply with provisions of the Diepf Water
LANDSCAPING Resources Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance.

Note thatthe BMPshown in DSIER Mitigatiofor pervious materials has bee
deleteddue toits ineffectivenesson frozenground andloss of permeability as
sediment depositover time Stormwater runoff will be collected into the ne\
stormwater retention system.

SPILL AND
LEAK BMPs

A new Mitigation Measure HYDRO 5.Z{a has been added to specify BMPs
spills and leaks:

NEWMITIGATION HYDRO 5.2() (BMPs for Spills and Leaks)rheSpill and
Leak BMP Planbelow shallbe incorporated into and approved as part of th
Board Order for the package wastewater treatment plant (WWTP). The |
shall comply with all applicable requirements of the Lahontan Regional W
Quality Control Board, as stipulated in the Board Orderetwsure that onsite

facilities have containment and other controls in place to prevent oil fr

Letter #7, Comment 4
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reaching navigable waters and adjoining shorelines, and to contain and tre;
discharges onsite should a spill occur.

Spill and Leak Best Management PracticePlan forthe

Tioga Community Housing Project

SPILLS

Ground surfaces at the gas station and housing area shall be regu
maintained in a clean and dry condition, including snow removal
during winter months.

Drip pans & funnels shall at all times be readily available to gas
station customers & staff for use when draining or pouring fluids.

At least 2 spill containment and cleaning kits shall at all times be
readily available and properly labeled, with insttions, at all times
for use by gas station customers and staff

Kitty litter, sawdust or other absorbent material shall at all times b
readily available to gas station staff & customers, with instructions
that the absorbent material is to bgoured onto spill areas, and then
placed in covered waste containers for disposal. Wash down of sy
shall be strictly prohibited.

LEAK
CONTROLS

Drip pans & funnels shall at all times be accessible and readily
available for use with stored vehicles.

Drip pans shall be placed under the spouts of liquid storage contai

TRAINING

All gas station employees, as well as the housing manageil sba
trained on spill & leak prevention practices annually.

Signage shall be posted on the gas station service islands request
that customers properly use, recycle and dispose of materials.

FUELING

Wash down of paved surfaces at the gas station and housing area
shall be prohibited in any areas that flow intmisn drains.

Signs shall at all times be posted advising gas station customers n
to overfill or topoff gas tanks, and all gas pumps shall be outfitted
with automatic shutoff fuel dispensing nozzles.

Fuetdispensing areas shall be swept dailynwore often to remove
litter and debris, with proper disposal of swept materials.

Rags and absorbenthall at all times be readily available for use by
gas station staff & customers in case of leaks and spills.

Outdoor waste receptacles and air/watarpply areas shall be
checked by gas station employees on a daily basis to ensure that
receptacles are watertight and lids are closed.

WASTE
TREATMEN
PLANT

WWTP BMPs shall at a minimum include (a) work areas, walkway
and stairwells shall be maintaineceelr of loose materials and trash.
(b) Spills such as grease, oil or chemicals shall be cleaned up
immediately, (c) Combustible trash (such as paper, wood and oily
rags) shall not be allowed to accumulate, (d) All chemicals and
combustible liquids shall bgtored in in approved containers and
away from sources of ignition and other combustible materials, (e)
Oily rags shall be placed in metal containers with lids, (f) Adequate
clearances shall be maintained around electrical panels, and
extension cords shaltle maintained in good conditions. Remote
security scans shall be conducted on a daily basis, with weekly w;
through inspections, bannual site reviews, annual BMP plan
oversight inspections, and reevaluation of the WWTP BMP plan nc
less than once evg 5 years.

WASHING

No vehicle washing shall be permitted at the gas station or housin(
area unless a properly designed wash area is provided & designat
on the project site.

If a wash area is provided on the project site, it shall be located ne
clarifier or floor sump, properly designed, paved and wedirked.
Gas station employees (as well as the housing manager, if relevar|
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shall be trained in use and maintenance of tesignated wash area.
Washwaters shall be contained, cleaned and recycled.

Detergents sold & used at the gas station shall be biodegradable ¢
free of phosphates.

A newMitigation Measure HYDRO 5.2() has been added requiring installatic

WASTEWATER| of wells to monitor wastewater treatment plant discharges: Letter #7, Comment 5
TREATMENT NEWMITIGATION HYDRO 5.2d) (GroundwaterQuality Monitoring): At a
PLANT minimum, the project will provide 1 upgradient and 2wdugradient monitoring
MONITORING wells, in locations and at depths to be established by the Lahontan Board di
the Wastewater Treatment Plant permit approval process. Monitoring Vv
locations and depths of well construction will be as proposed by a licel
hydrogeologist as part of a Work Plan for permitting of the WWTP, as revie
and accepted by the Board.
As noted above, a new mitigation measure has been added to require
NITROGEN groundwater monitoring wells bénstalled upgradient and downgradient of th| Letter #7, Comments #5, 7
REMOVAL wastewater discharge pointsf Imonitoring data indicate that groundwatel
salinity levels are increasing, nitrogen removal systems will be added tg
package treatment plant ashownin new Mitigation Measure HYDRO 5.2¢
NEW MITIGATION HYDRO 5.2(6) (Nitrogen Removal).In the event that
data from the groundwater monitoring wells show a sustained increast
groundwater salinity levels, nitrogen removal systems will be added to
package wastewater treatment system as needed to maintain baseline sal
levels in the nderlying groundwater aquifer.
A new mitigation measure has been developed to specify procedures TOPICAL RESPONSE #1 (Aestheti
REVEGETATIOI revegetation oftemporarily disturbed areas on the project site: TOPICAL RESPONSE #2ight &
OF NEW MITIGATION BIO 5.3(%)(Revegetation of Temporarily Disturbed | omeal  RESPONSE -
TEMPORARILY | Areasy The following measures shall be provided for all project areas wi (ajernatives)
DISTURBED temporary disturbance occurs due to earthwork and grading: TOPICAL RESPONSE #5 (Deer)
AREAS_ (@) TOPSOILS:During earthwork, topsoil that must be disturbed in relative TOPICAL RESPONSE #7 (Phasing
(Mitigation weed EOAA EAAEOAOO xEIil AA OAI T OAA |Letter#l Comments1, 2,3
Measure and margins of temporarily disturbed areas for reuse during replanting. Stockj| Letter #4, Comment 2
Specific Plan will be used within onesar of the completion of construction. During storag| Letter #6, Comment 5
revision) topsoil will be armored to (a) minimize dust emissions, and (b) optin| -€tter #7, Comments 3, 8

survival of native seeds during replanting.

(b) SCREENINGTTrees to be planted onsite for screening include native sir
leaf pinyon, Jeffrey pine, quaking aspen, and seeded mountain mahog
Non-native Italian poplar sterile male transplants may be used in areas w|
rapid screening growth is desiredScreening trees will be planted densely
compensate for up to 50% mality prior to maturation. Irrigation and plan
protection will be provided as needed to attain optimal tree growth, tr
health, and screening efficacy.

(c) BITTERBRUSH:Bitterbrush will be a chief component of the plantir
palette (see shrubs listed dhe amended Plant PaletteSpecific Plan Table-8
13), exceptadjacent to roads (SR 203 and US 395), wheregawing shrub
will be planted to restore plant covep allow drivers greater visibility of
approaching deer. Within 25®f these roads, culeaf rabbitbrush& desert
peach will be the only shrubs includlén revegetation efforts.

(d) SEED MIX ADJACENT TO ROAD®he seed mix to be used adjacent
roads (including the protected corridor along US 388e Specific Plan Exhib

8-2) shall consist of 1) cueaf rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus? ft

Letter #10, Comments 3d, 5

Letter #12, Comments [.A.4, |.LA5
LA6, I.C.1, I.D.1, I.D.4.a, I.D.4.
I1.D.4

Letter #13, Comments 7, 16

Letter #17

Table 32 & Appendix A, individual
comments on landscaping

Table 33 & Appendix B, generateq
comments on landscaping

17



maximum ht) and 2) desert peach (Prunus andersonii,2 ft), both of whick
fast-growing, and currently abundant esite especially where the soil an
vegetation has been disturbed.

(e) WEED CONTROL:Weed control will be practiced in all temporari
disturbed habitats. Soil stockpiles will be included in weed controls. As
most invasive weeds in the project area are annual species, annual cc
scheduling will include at least one application prior to flowering and s
production. Weed controkfficacy will be evaluated for the first five yea
following the completion of constructiomelated disturbance, during annug
monitoring in fall.

(f) MONITORING:Landscape plantings shall be monitored over a period ¢
years by a qualified biologisth€ progress of revegetation will be evaluated
the end of each growing season and reported with regard to attainmen
success criteria: 1) after 5 years, at least six live native shrubs per 4 ¢
meters or 10% total living shrub canopy cover will present, 2) within
screening areas, at least one live tree per 4 square meters will be prese
weeds will together establish less than 10% canopy cover in sampled 4 s
meter quadrats. If it appears at the time of annual monitoring that any
these success criterimay not be met after 5 yearsegommendations for
specific remediations including fplanting or additional weed control will by
provided in the annual monitoring report.

A new mitigation measure has been incorporated to specify the location

TOPICAL RESPONSE #1 (Buses)

ESTA AND maintenance of ESTA and ESUSD bus access and bus stops on the| Letter #3, Comments 6, 8
ESUSD BUS property, as shown below: Letter #5, Comment 1 -
STOPS NEWMITIGATION LU 5.5¢8) (ESTA/ESUSD Bus Stops): The ESUSD bug | 22/€ 32 & Appendix A, individua
. . ) ) . comments on bus services
ar_1d turnaround area.wnl be provided in the fabrvice restaurant parking lo Table 33 & Appendix B, generate
with a path c;onnec;tmg to _th.e. Day Care Centefhe ESTA bus stop an SSTTEITS G (VS S EEs
turnaround will be in the vicinity ofhe hotel access road.The ESTA anc
ESUSD bus stops, turnaround areas and access roads shall be maintaini
safe condition at all times, including snow removal during winter months.
Topical Response #6 of this FSEIR describes a new plan to incorpor| TOPICAL RESPONSE #6 (Second:
SECONDARY | secondary emergency access along the SCE easemamtwell as anew | Access, Fire Safety)
ACCESSHRE mit'ig‘atign‘ measure rgquiring Phat aqncrqa'(.:hp”nqnt' pgarmitbg o~bt§ineq f'rom Letter #2, Comment 3
SERVICEFIRE |# A1 OOAT O EA OE A OAAT 1T AAOU A A FohAviay) as( Letter #3, Comment 14
shown below: Letter #8, Comments 5
RISK . Letter #10, Comments 3a and 3g
NEW.MITIGATIONS.FFY 5.7(d2) (Encrgachment Permit):An encroachment Letter #11, Comment 1
per_mltshall be obtal.nedrom Caltrans if the secondary access gate is loca | gtter #15. Comment 11.B.2
inside the Caltrans rightf-way. Letter #16, Comment 15
Letter #18, Comment 1
Table 32 & Appendix A, individua|
comments on secondary access
Table 33 & Appendix B, generate
comments on secondary access
A new Mitigation Measure SVCS &) has been added as shown below:
AUTOMATED | NEW MITIGATION SVCS 5.8(8) (Defibrillators):! © 1 AAOO O x| Letter#8, Comment 6
DEFIB »dOAOT Al S$AEEAOEI T AOT 06 O1T EOO j Al
RILLATOR maintained in good working condition at the housing area. At a minimum, |

Automated External Defibrillator unit shall be provided at the day careteel
(at the north end of the housing complex), and a second unit at
southeasteramost housing structure. The onsit€ommunity Housing

Manager shall receive training in use of the portable device. The onsite hoi
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manager shall also be trained in engency shutdown, and take responsibili
for scheduling an annual walkrough.

SR 120 RIGHT
OFWAY
CLARIFICATION

The segment of SR 120 adjacent to the project site is an agum#solled
highway, and will remain aaccesscontrolled highway following redesignatior
of SR 120 as a conventional highway. Access rights were purchased by Ci
with access openings (location/width) specifically defindd A B OT E A A
driveway width is 3deet. The project propses to continue using the existin
SR 120 driveway, but the paved driveway exceedsdéfined widthby about 6-
ft. The YARTS walkway, which &bout 6-ft, also contributes to the width,
making the current access opening widdhout42-ft. NEW MitigationMeasure
5.9(ab), below, will resolve the accesghts conflict.

ONEW MITIGATIONS.9(a-5) (Access Rights)The owner shall resolve SR 11
AAAAOO OEGEO 11T AAOQGEITTO AT A xEAQGdE(
Way process

Letter #3, Comments 4, 14, 15

A new mitigation measure has been added requirisafe interior routes to

TOPICAL RESPONSE #10 (Buses

YARTS access the YARTS bus stop. Letter 3, Comments 6, 8
ACCESS NEW MITIGATION TFFC 5.9¢@) (YARTS access).The project plan shall -€tter> Commentl =

. . . . Table 32 & Appendix A, individua

incorporate apedestrian pathway between th€ommunity Housingarea and

the YARTS bus stop, and a pedestrian crosswalk at the Vista Point entry comments on YART.S

’ " | Table 33 & Appendix B, generate
comments onYARTS

OUTDOOR A new mitigation measure has been added to address the significant conq TOPICALRESPONSE#2 (Light &
LIGHTING pertaining to project lighting Glare)
PLAN NEWMITIGATION AES 5.12¢2) (Outdoor Lighting Plan):An outdoor LT I, (CEITE 4

lighting planmust be submitted with the building permit application and
approved by the Community Development Department before the buildir
permit can be issued. The plan shall comply with Chapter 23 of the Mon
County General Plan amatovide detailed information incluidg but not
limited to: (a)manufacturerprovided information showing fixture diagram
and light output levels. Mono County has indicated that the fixture type
exceptions listed under Chapter 23.05@1E 2 and 3) will be prohibited in
this project, and that only full cutoff luminaires with light source downcas;
and fully shielded, with no light emitted above the horizontal plane, are
permitted; (b) the proposed location, mounting height, and aiming point @
all outdoor lighting fixtures; andc) drawings for all relevant building
elevations showing the fixtures, the portions of the elevations to be
illuminated, the illuminance level of the elevations, and the aiming point |
any remote light fixture.Chapter 23 gives CDD discretion to regui
additional information following Plan review including but not limited to: (
a written narrative of demonstrate lighting objectives, (b) photometric dali
(c) a ColoRendering Index (CRI) of all lamps and other information abot
the proposed lightindixtures, (d) a computegenerated photometric grid
OET xET Cc £ 1T OAAT AT A OAAAET ¢cO AOAO
the property lines, and/or landscaping information to describe potential
screening.In addition to the above, the project shallcludelandscaping to
shield offsite views of lightingnd shalbe prohibited from allowing
seasonal lighting displays (including use of multiple dvattage bulbs)
except that seasonal lighting shall be permitted on the north, south and

west facing builéhg sides that are not visible to the public viewshed.

Letter 6, Comment 4

Letter 10, Comment 3d
Letter 12, Comment |.A.5,
1.D.4.g, II.LAIL.D

Letter 15, Comment |.B.1
Letter 16, Comment 18
Table 32 & Appendix A, individua|
comments on light/glare

Table 33 & Appendix B, generate
comments on light/glare

I.LA.6
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BEAR A new provisionhas beeradded to Specific Plan Implementation measure7yL{ Letter 12, Comment I.C.4

RESISTANT that will allow eviction of residents who fail to use the onsite begsistanttrash | | ... 16, Comment 15
RECEPTACLES] receptacles as shown below Table 32 & Appendix A, individua
(Specific Plan NEW Specific Planmplementation Measure 1f(7XResidents shall be require| comments onwastereceptacles

to use the beatresistant receptacles and dumpsters thailvioe provided onsitel Table 33 & Appendix B, generate
for trash disposal; enforcement of this regulation shall include evici comments orwastereceptacles

following2AAOEOI OoU T 11T AT T PIEATAA 11 OEA|

Amendment
Item)
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TIOGA COMMUNITY HOUSING FINAL SUBSEQUENT EIR

SECTIO
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

31 OVERVIEW OF COMMENTS RECEIVED

Nine hundred four (904¢omment letters were received over the course of the DSEIR public review pasatiscussed in

FSEIR §1.3A significant majority of theseomment letters (691 AOOAOOQq OOEI EUAA A OCAlT AOAOA
the Mono Lake Committee. The remainin@2letters were sent by agencies, organizations and citizens who provided
individual commentetters. Many of these individual letteridentify specific issues for review and consideration, and many
express personal views and concerns for consideration by the Board of Supervisors, and/or request that the Board of
Supervisors act to deny or approve the project. Formal responses wepana to address the 19 comment letters that

raised technical or documentary questions, identified regulatory and permitting requiremegpsesented issues raised in

other generated and individual comment letters, and/orade specific recommendations ragding the project and

proposed alternatives

Table3-1 (on the following page)ists the 19 individual letters for which formal responses have been prepared, including
the author of the comments, a summary of comments and issues raised in each letteossreferences to Topical
Responses thatliscussthe issues raisednd to other comment letters that addresthe issues of concernThe formal
comments and responses for these 19 letters aresentedin FSEIRS0. Table 51 in FSEIR §5ovidesa detailed list of
issues raiseth each ofthe nineteen commentetters.

Table 32 lists the 88additional individual comment letters. As with the 19 letters in Téable the questions and concerns
raised in these individual letters shapéide focus and content othe Topical Responses. Table23provides a cross
reference to the Topical Responses and other comment letters that addressed the issues of concern.

Table 3-3 lists the 69 generated comment letters. Topical Responses #1 andi#2articular) were shaped around the

issues raised in these generated comment letteasd Table 3-3 provides a cross reference to the Topical Responses and

other comment letters that addressed the issues of conceBeveral of the generated comment ters included
individualized comments; these are marked in TaBi{g with asterisks (**) in the final column, and the individual comments
jTATU T &£ xEEAE AT O A 111 xAA A OCAT AOAOAAS £l O0i AOQ AOA E

Copies of all comment létrs are provided in the FSEIR appendideSEIRAppendixA provides copies of the@ individual
letters (including the 19 letters for which formal responses have been prepaF&iIRAppendix Bprovides copies of the

697AT I 1T ATO 1 AOOAOOG OEAO OOEI EUAA OEA &g Appdndad Ardsent&d 01 A OB C
alphabeical orderAAOGAA 11 OEA Al I,laddld@dnon®rd letierd dilDbe icohdiddred by the Board of
Supervisors

The format of the Generated Letters included 7 standardized comments, plus opportunity for additional comments if
desired. A completadt of the Generated Letters is provided in Tabi2 .4 The 7 standardized comments are listed below
along with the number of commenters who checked each of the listed items:

1 The project's visual impacts are significant, and the proponent has not considered sufficient mitigation to screen the Tiog
InnCommunity Housingillage(approximately 522 commenters checked this item).

1 The Final SEIR needs to include project altergdtiat reduce the visual and aesthetic impatta tess than significant
level(approximately 476 commenters checked this item).
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1 This project should not be visible from South Tufa or Hwy 395 south of the Tioga Pasgajppasiomately 483
commenters tiecked this item).

1 Iurge Mono County to make additional efforts to balance the needs of the project with the unique, wild, and beautiful nature
of this special place. The current draft project does not include alternatives that mitigate the ideratifieddntipat a good
project can go forwar@pproximately 556 commenters checked this item).

1 Mono Lake, the Gateway of Yosemite National Park, the community of Lee Vining, and scenic Mono County deserve a bett
project design than the one currently prapidapproximately 475 commenters checked this item).

1 The previously approved hotel and restaurant already received special Mono County approval to create permanent advers
visual impacts. Now the proponent seeks to expand the project and create sigwficaigual impacts that will affect
highway travelers and Mono Lake visitors every day. All visual impacts should be evaluated, and mitigatethtahonce
pieceqgapproximately 496 commenters checked this item).

1 There are cumulative adveliggpacts to migrating deer with this project, and there is no planned immediate, enforceable
mitigation that will reduce additional vehicle impacts with deer and other wWaglfieoximately 486 commenters checked
this item).

Many of the generated formaletters included individual comments. Below is a summary of the number of individual

comments for the topics raised:

Aesthetics: approximately 85 people made additional comments about aesthetics.

Conservation: approximately 50 people added comments alemasystem or wildlife conservation.

Glare: approximately 50 people added comments about light pollution.

Traffic: approximately 20 people added comments about traffic or parking.

Water scarcity: approximately 15 people added comments about water sgastipply or disposal.

Services: approximately 15 people made additional comments about the strain on public services.

Atmosphere/serenity/community feel: approximately 15 people added comments about preserving the

atmosphere, the serenity, the local clater or small town feel of the Lee Vining area.

1 Impact to Lee Vining economy: approximately 10 people expressed concerns about project impacts on the Lee
Vining economy.

=A =4 =4 -4 -4 -4 -4

Additional issues that came up in more than one of the generated letters include:
Demographic shifts

Overdevelopment

Crowding

Noise,

Winter viability

Verification that uses will be as stated

Changes that may result if/when development is sold

Lack ofaffordable housing

= =4 =8 -4 -4 -4 -4 -9

.1 OA OEAO OIT A T &£/ OEA AAAAA AT i1 A1 OO DpOi OEARAA xEOE OEA
concerns, and some of the generated letters did not check any of the standard comments or provide added comments, but
did submit the generated form with their names. All of the generated comment letters are included.
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TABLES3-1. TiogaCommunity HousingComment Letters
addressed in FSEIR Sectiof(Responses to Comments)
LETTER LETTER SUMMARY OF COMMENTS

# SOURCE AND ISSUES RAISED ALSO SEE

1 Californians for 1. Aesthetics Light and Glare TR #1
Western 2. Wildlife TR#5
Wilderness 3. DSEIR Adequacy TR #13
(Caluwild)

2 California Dept. of | 1. Road Access and Turning Radius TR #6
Forestry & Fire 2. Road Distances and Lane Widths TR #6
Protection 3. Secondary Access TR #6
(CalFire)

1 Mitigation Measures and Recommendations TRs #4, #5, #9
California 2 Site Context Map Exhibit 4-1

3 Dept. of 3 Roads, Circulation and Access TRs #4, #6, #9
Transportation 4  Mapped Rightf-Way Line EXHIBIT-1
(CalTrans) 5 Deer Passage Mitigation TR #5

6 ESTA SheRange Transit Plan TR #10
7 YARTS TR #10
8 SR120/US395 Traffic Impact Mitigation TR #9
9 Significance after Mitigation TR #12
10 Aesthetics, Light & Glare, Scenic Resources TRs #1, #2
X X #Al OOAT 06 3AATEA (ECExAL TR #1
12 Visual Impact System Analysis TR #1
13 SR 120 Access Controls TR #6
14 Secondary Access TR #6
15 Access Control Fence TR #6
16 Update to Project Conditions -
1 Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 1, Objective A TR #14
Cutting, Lisa 2 Mono Basin CommuniBlan, Goal 1, Objective C TR #14
4 3 Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 1, Objective D TR #14
4 Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 1, Objective E TR #14
5 Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 1, Objective F TR #14
6 Mono Basin CommuniBian, Goal 2, Objective A TR #14
7 Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 2, Objective B TR #14
8 Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 2, Objective C TR #14
9 Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 3, Objective A TR #14
10 Mono Basin CommuniBlan, Goal 3, Objective B TR #14
11 Mono Basin Community Plan, Goal 3, Objective C TR #14
12 DSEIR Public Review Process TR #13
13 Specific Plans -
14 Gateway Community TRs #1, #3
15 Conclusion -
30428 EO Al AAAOAOGEAROCE| LGOI jAA DERATIORA®DPIEOABOOOAO OAEOAAR

and discussed in the cited comment and response, but not addressed in a Topical Response or in other comment letters.
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5 'IE'raaSrtliirtnA?JItir(;ﬁty 1 ESTA bus stop requirements TR #10
1 Notice of EIR Preparation -
Houseworth, 2 Visual Impact Assessment -
6 | Alice 3 Project Location TR #4
4 Dark Sky Regulations TR #2
5 Alternatives TR #3
6 Significant Unavoidable Impacts TR #12
7 Domestic Pets 3
8 Archaeological and Tribal Discoveries -
9 Tribal Consultation =
10 Tribal Agreement -
11 Tribal Cultural Resource Impacts -
1 Permits -
Lahontan 2 Impacts to Waters of California & the United States -
4 Regional Water 3 Low Impact Development Strategifes Stormwater -
Quiality Control 4 Avoidance and Impact Analysis -
Board 5 Water Quality & Wastewater Reuse or Disposal -
6 Effluent Discharge -
7 Monitoring Wells -
8 Recycled Water Policy Compliance -
1 Introduction and Consultation -
Lee Vining 2  Fire Infrastructure Review, Permitting, Phasing -
8 Fire Protection 3 Emergency Plan TR #6
District 4 Secondary Access TR #6
5 Emergency Medical Services -
6 Onsite Equipment and Personnel -
o) McFarland, Paul | 1 Project Objectives TRs #8, #13
2 Mitigations TR #12
3 OffRoad Vehicles -
1 DSEIR Inconsistencies and Inaccuracies TR #8
2 Specific Plan is Outdated TRs #6, #7, #13
10 Miller, Sally 3a Community Concerns/MitigationsFire Safety TR #6
3b Community Concerns/MitigationsPedestrian Safety TR #4
3¢ CommunityConcerns/MitigationsParking, Congestion TR #10
3d Night Skies and Visual Impacts TR #2
3e Physically Divide the Community TR #14
3f Population Growth TR #8
3g Fire Risk TR #6
4a Mitigation is Inadequate TRs #4, #5, #8, #12
4b Aesthetic Mitigation TR #1
5 Alternatives TR #3
6 Housing Need TR #8
7 Conclusions TRNos.3, 4,6,7, 12, 1]
11 Mono City FPD. 1 Secondary Emergency Access TR #6
I Introduction -
Mono I.A.1 Visual, Aesthetic and Scenic Impacts TR #1
12 Lake Committee | 1.LA.2 Scenic Resources and Analysis TR #1
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I.LA.3 Visual Simulations TR #1
I.A.4 Extent of Impact on South Tufa TR #1
I.LA.5 Extent of Impact on Dark Skies TR #2
I.LA.6 Scenic Combining District Conflict TR #2
I.LA.7 Scenic Highway Visual Impact Scoring -

I.LA.8 Mitigation of Aesthetic/Visual Impacts TRs #1, #3
I.B.1 Project Water Demands TR #11
I.B.2 Groundwater Impacts on Lee Vinigeek, Springs TR #11
I.B.3 Groundwater Impacts on Neighboring Properties TR #11
I.B.4 Drainage and Erosion -

I.C Biological Resources TR #5
I.C.1 Extent of Impacts on Mule Deer TR #5
I.C.2 Pet Enclosures, Leashing, Causes for Eviction -

I.C.3 Protected Corridor along US 395 TR #5
I.C.4 Waste Receptacles =

I.C.5 Deer Passage, Cumulative Impact Mitigation TR #5
I.C.6 Significance after Mitigati¢deer passage) TRs #5, #6
I.D.1 Land Use Planning, Mono Basin National Forest Scenic TR #1
I.D.2 Physically Divide a Community TR #14
[.D.3 Community Plan: Maintain Natural Values TR #14
I.D.4.a Community Plan Obj. 10C: Design Compatibility; Edges, TR #14

Open Space

[.D.4.b Conmunity Plan: Conditions for Higimtensity Uses TR #14
I.D.4.c Community Plan: Design for High Intensity Uses TR #14
I.D.4.d Community Plan: Siting/DesignRoeserve Scenic Vistas TR #14
I.D.4.e Community Plan: Views link Community/ Environment TR #14
I.D.4.f Support Recycling -
I.D.4.g Retrofit Lights per Dark Sky Regulations TR #2
I.D.4.h Design for visual compatibility with Léaing TR #1
I.D.5 Maintain natural, historical recreational attributes TR #4
I.D.6 Project lacks convenient connection to Lee Vining TR #4
I.D.7 Uses that retain Smatiwn Character TRs #8, #14
I.D.8 Infrastructure & Services to Support DevelopmgéBafety TRs #6, #8, #14
1.D.9 Diversified, Sustainable Local Economy TR #8
I.D.10 Enhance and Support Tourism -
I.D.11 Diverse Economic Ba&Employment Opportunity TR #14
I.D.12 Build Healthy Social Connections and Interactions TR #14
I.D.13  Encourage Volunteerism -

Il. Mitigations and Alternatives TR #1
A Principles for Visual and Scerimpacts TR #1
I1.B Project Placement TR #1
II.C  Alternatives: Design, Location, Uses TRs #3, #6
II.LD  Mitigations: Grading, Berms, Setbacks/ HeigHtsit TRs #1, #3

Number &Separation, LEED, Parking, Connectivity,

Il Reference Projects -

v Conclusion -

1 Tribal Monitors -

2 Project impact on Groundwater TR #11
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13 Mono I:alfe_ ) 3 Loss of Habitat -
+ OOUAAEE|4 Failure to Provide Affordable Housing TR #8
5 Paleontological Resources -
6 Special Status Species -
7 Noxious Weeds -
8 Increased Population TR #8
14 Rivasplata, 1 Introduction, DSEIR Clarity and Relevance -
Antero & 2 Traffic and Circulation -
Melinda 3 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases -
4 Mitigation Measures TRs #4, #5, #9, #12
1.1 1993 Entitlements TR #13
Shute Mihaly LA Project Description is Incomplete TRs #7, #8
15 | weinberger, LLP I.LB.1 Significant Effects: Visual & Aesthetic Impacts TRs #1, #2
I1.B.2 Significant Effects: Wildfire, FiPeotection TR #6
11.B.3 Significant Effects: Biological Resources TR #5
11.B.4 Significant Effects: Traffic and VMT TR #9
11.B.5 Significant Effects: Greenhouse Gases -
11.B.6 Significant Effects: Population and Housing TRs #8, #10
11.B.7 Significant Effects: Land Use TRs #1, #8, #14
II.C Alternatives TRs #1, #3
1 Likelihood of Hotel Construction -
Sierra Club 2 Housing as a Regional Issue TR #8
16 Toiyabe 3 Phasing of hotel and housing construction TRs #7, #8
Chapter 4 1993 Entitlements TR #1, #8, #13
5 Fossil Fuel Concerns #1 -
6 Fossil Fuel Concerns #2 -
7 Fossil Fuel Concerns #3 -
8 Fossil Fuel Concerns #4 -
9 Fossil Fuel Concerns #5 -
10 Fossil Fuel Concerns #6 TR #1
11 Groundwater Pumping Concerns #1 TR #11
12 Groundwater Pumping Concerns #2 TR#11
13 Groundwater Pumping Concerns #3 TR #11
14 Groundwater Pumping Concerns #4 -
15 Wildlife Movements TR #5
16 Visual Concerns-8imulations TR #1
17 Visual Concerns-Bay Care TR #1
18 Visual Concerns #8light Sky TR #2
19 Number of Units TR #7
20  Connectivity to Lee Vining TR #4
17 Strauss, Emilie 1 Natural Communities on the Site .
18 Strelneck, David 1 Emergency Management Systems -
2  Schools -
19 Uptegrove, Jane |1 Seismic Risk =
PE 2 Unstable Soils -
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TABLE3-2. TiogaCommunity Housing DSEIRIndividual Comment Letters Submitted for Consideration

by Planning Commission and Board of Supervisokghen Making Project Decisions

SOURCE ISSUES RAISED
ALTS, CEQA, WATER | TRAFFICAND| CLIMATE)BIOLOGICAL, | AESTHETICS PUBLIC ARCHAEO, LAND USE, POPULATION,
SCOPE, QUALITY & [CIRCULATION GHG,AIR| ECOLOGICAL|GLARE, VIEWY SERVICES, PALEO, COMMUNITY HOUSING
PHASING, SUPPLY, | MULTIMODAL| QUALITY,|GEOLOGICAL SIGNS, SAFETY, | CULTURAL| CHARACTER,HOUSING NEEI]
MITIGATIONSSANITATION NOISE VALUES NIGHT SKIES FACILITIES|HISTORICAI RECREATION EMPLOYMENT]
TOPICAL RESPONSE TR#3, #7, TR #11; TR #5,#9, Letters |TR #1, #2, #3,| TR #1, #3; TR #6; Letters #6, | TR #8, #13, TR #8;
& COMMENTS THAT| #13; Letters | Letters #7, | #10; Letters | #12, #14, #5, #11; Letters #1, | Letters #2, #12, #13 |Letters #4, #6, Letters #10,
DISCUSSTHEISSUES| #1, #3, #4, #12 #13, #2, #3, #4, #15 |Letters #1, #4,| #3, #4, #6, | #3, #5, #7, #9, #10, #12, | #12, #13, #15,
RAISED #6, #7, #8, #16 #10,#11, #6, #7, #10, |#10, #12, #15| #8, #9, #11 #13, #15, #16 #16, #18
#10, #12, #13| #12,#16 #12, #13, #16, #16
#14, #15, #16 #17, #19
ABBOTT, Alice \ \ \Y/
ABBOTT,Randy Vv
ANDERSON,Grace \'% \%
ANDREWS, Jerry V4 Y
ASHBY, Paul \ \Y) \Y \Y/ \Y
AUDENREID, Cara, \% \) \ \Y)
Cicely, Joey
BADE,Alan & \% \Y \)
Wendy Gollop
BADE, Eleanor \'/
BAGGS Lloyd \% \)
BAKEWELL Robert \% \
BARBER Jessica \% \% \ \) \"/ \Y) \Y
BARNGROVE, Sally \ \Y
BARRY ,Matthew \% \) \Y \Y
BASSLERGIloria \% \ \Y/
BECK,Fred \Y
BOIES,Sharon \ \Y) \Y/ \/ \Y \Y

41n response to concerns raised by Mr. Andreggarding his onsite well, please see Letter 13 Comment 2.
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<

BOWMAN, Sandra& Vv
Nicholas Parish
BOYERS Laurel \Y)
BRACKSIEKGeorge
BROTHERSYVirginia
BROWN,Kevin Vv
BUELL,Katy \% \Y
BUELOW,Chad
BUNCE,Dick & Deane Vv
CAMARA,Tom \Y \
CARLE Ryan V \/
CARLE David \' \' \Y
CHRISTENSENANNna \Y
COLWELL Alison \' \
CORNELLCraig
DEROSEMargie
DESBAILLETSSusan \ \
DEWITT,Karen \Y
DIETRICKJan & \'% \Y \Y/
Ron Whitehurst
DILEANIS,Peter \% \ \Y
DIPAOLO,Robbie \
EGRIE Joan
EISSLERMargaret \' Y Y Y,
ENNS, Carol \Y
ERICKSONTerry Vv
ESCALLIERNancy \
EVENDEN,Jeanne
FANUCGHI, Krista \'% \Y
FERRELLINGRAM, \'% \'% \' \Y
Karen
FIDDLER Claude \ \Y \Y
FINNEY,Steven \%
FOGG,Jora \% \Y
FRIAR,Linda

<<

A NEMEAEENEGEE AR ARG IR

<< <<

< < <<

<|<|<

<|<|I<|I<

<|I<I<ILK|<K

<I<I<
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FUECHSELCeleste

GARBERSON Jeff &
Carol

GALT, Forrest

GARFIELDBetsy

GARLAND,Ruth &
Glenn

GARMIZE Steve

GENETTEJohn &
Andrea

GRAS,Reinhold &
Chris Barnett

GREENDeborah

GREGGBob

HANEY, Harmony

<|<|<

HANSEN, Jeff

HANSEN, Kathleen

<

HARP,Arya

HARRIMAN,Barbara

HARRIMAN,Jenny

<

HARTER,Donn

HASKINS, Patricia

HAYDORN,Rachel

HAYNES, Catherine

< << KK <

HENDERSONConnie

<< <<

HILL, Leonard

HILL, Robert

<

HOPKINS,Heidi

HORN, Bruce

HOWARD, Skip &
Evelyn

< < <L<I<|I<

HUCKABAY Mary Anr|

HUNTER,Ron

INGRAM, Stephen

<< <

<|<|<
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I[VERSON Frances & Vv \'%
Jon
JOHNCK Gabrielle \ \' \' \ \ \Y
JOHNSON,Ralph & \' \
Marcia
JORGENSENVYenita \'% \' \Y
JORGENSONSue \Y
KAMALSKI,Nancy \% \
KAPLAN, Alison \'%
KEITELMAN,Mary \ \' \' \Y
KEMPER Lewis \Y \Y/
KING, Ellen \Y
KING, Duncan
KINGMA, Kevin \Y \Y
KIRSCHNERY oel \'% \Y \
LACKO,Sue \
LAWRENCE L aurie
LEONARD,Marisa
LIDICKERNaomi
LINDSAY, Phil
LIVINGSTON,Nora
LJUNG,EIlin
LJUNG,John
LIJUNG,Mary
LLAMAS, Edgar
LUCAS,Fred

LUX, Karolina \Y
MADAPPA, Arianna \Y
MANDELBAUM,llene
MARCIS Matthew
MARQUART David
MATOFF,David
MAXWELL, Viki
McGLINCHY Maureen
McPHERSONBarry

I <LK K| KKK

<
<
<

<
<

<
<|<
<
<

< < <I<[<|<[<|<

<
<<

<
<
<
<< <

<< <<

< <|I<L<IL<ILKI K| KKK <
<|<|<

<< <<
<< <
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McQUILKIN, Caelen \'% \% \'
McQUILKIN, Ellery \'% \Y
MEADE,Anthony \Y
MEEKS, Alayne
MERILEESCraig
MERRITT Karen
MILLAR, Constance \ \
MIYAKO, Sharyn
MOON, Gary
MORGAN,Tom
MORRISON Paul
MORTA, Dan
MOSHER, Malcolm &
Ellen
MUDSKIPPER, Lucas
NANSEL, Leah \Y
NEIFELD, Ellen
NELSON, Gary
NELSON, Mark
NELSON, Rose
NIBLETT, Carrie

8( %' 2. h +
ORCHOLSKI, Gerald \Y
PARSONS, Nancy \'
PERLOFF, Erika \ \Y
POOLE, Julie \' \
REIFSNIDER, \% \Y \Y
Elizabeth
REIS, Greg \'% \Y) \Y \ \Y \Y \Y%
ROBERTS, Brooke \'
ROBINSON, Chris & \Y
Tina
ROBINSON, Mary Ant \ \ \Y/
ROGERS, Joslyn \' \ \' \) \ \ \'%
ROKEACH, Michael \'% \%) \

<<

<I << K| KK <
<

< <|<|<

<
<
<
< I K< <IK<|<
<
<<
<

<< <<

< <I<ILK|<K
<

<< <I<|<
<
<

<|<|I<
<
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ROMANSKY, Ron
ROSEN, James Ph.D. \Y
ROWE, Will \' \
RUNYUN, William \'% \Y
SANDERS, Ann
SCHEMBS, Karen
SCHNEIDER, Jessica
SCHWAB, Jenell
SCOTT, Wendy
SHIPLEY, John
SIMS, Dwight

SMITH, Betty

SMITH, Douglas
SMITH, Nancy
STAVROS, Ava
STAVROS, Nick
STEINMAN, Sandy
STEMPER, Simone Vv
STONE, Ross \Y
SUNDELL, K. \' \'
TAYLOR, Nathan \

TAYLOR, Norman Vv Vv
TAYLOR, Sarah \'%

TAYLOR, Sherryl \'
TAYLOR, Tess \% V \/ \Y Vv
TELLIARD, William \'%
THACKER, Sandy
TYSON, Bob \%
VERBA, Margy \'/ \Y
VIRGIN, Mike \'%
VIRTUE, Doug & Vv \%
Kathy Day
VORSTER, Peter Vv \ \
WARD, George
WHEELER, Wilma \Y

<|<
<

<
<
<

<< << <

<< <

< < <LK K| LILIL[K[ LK) LK<

<
<|<|I<

< <<
<I<|<

<[ <<

<|<|<

<|<|<
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MASONWHITE,
Judy

WHITE, Lane

WHITE, Shelley

WILDER, Mary Jane

WILKINS, David&
Arya

WILSON, Erin

WING, Gordon

WUNDERLICK, Lynn

<|<|I<

WYNEKEN, Jeffrey

YATES, William

ZILA, Cory

ZIM, Irwin M.D.
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TABLE3-3. TiogaCommunity HousingDSEIRO' AT A OGofmehtd etters Submitted for Consideration

by Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors when Making Project Decisions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
The project's | The Final SEI} This project | | urge Mono CountyMono Lake, thg The peviously approved There are Other Topics
visual impacts needs to | should not be| to make additional | Gateway of |hotel andrestaurant already| cumulative Raisedin the
are significant, | include projec{| visible from | efforts to balance Yosemite received special Mono |adverse impacts Generated
and the alternatives | South Tufa or| the needs of the | National Park,| County approval to create {to migrating dee
proponent has| that reduce thgHwy 395 soutlf project with the |the community| permanent adverse visual |with this project, Comment
not considered visual and | of the Tioga | unique, wild, and | of Lee Vinirg, |impacts. Now the proponen| and there is no Letters
sufficient aesthetic | Pass junction,| beautiful nature of fand scenic Mon seeks to expand the projec planned
mitigationto | impactsto a this special place. | County deservg and create significant new| immediate,
screen the less than The current draft |a better project| visual impacts that will enforceable (*=see comments
Tioga Inn significant project does not |design than theaffect highway travelers and mitigation that -
Community level. include alternatives| one currently | Mono Lake visitors every |  will reduce at the end of
Housing that mitigate the proposed. day. All visual impacts additional | Table 42; MLC = Mono
Village. identified impacts sc should be evaluated, and | vehicle impads Lake Committee)
that a good project mitigated, at once-notin | with deer and
can go forward. pieces. other wildlife.
TOPICAL RESPONSES| TRs#1,#2, TRs#1, #2, TRs#1, #2, |TRs#1, #2, #3, #12; TRs#1, #2, #3,| TRs#1, #2, #3, #12, #13 TRs#5, #12;
THAT DISCUSS THE #3, #12; #3, #12; TR #3, #12 | Letters #1, #3, #4, #10, #12, #14; Letters #4, #9, #11, | Letters #1, #3,
ISSUES RA|SEDB.(SO see Letters #1, Letters #1, Letters #1, #6, #9, #10, #11, | Letters #3, #4,| #12, #15, #16; Letters #1, | #4, #6, #10,
Table3-1 for a list of #3, #4, #6, #3, #4, #5, #3, #4, #6, |#12, #13, #14, #15,#5, #6, #8, #9, | #3, #4, #6, #10, #12, #15, | #12, #13, #14,
SErTTE EETE 1 #10, #12, #6, #7, #8, | #9, #10, #11,| #16; Letters #1, |#10, #11, #12 #16 #15, #16;
. . . #15, #16; #10, #12, |#12, #13, #14) #3, #4, #6, #10, | #13, #15, #16; Letters #1, #3,
discuss the issues raised)| | oyers #1, | #13,#14, | #15 #16; | #12,#15 #16 |Letters #1, #3, #4, #6, #10,
#3, #4, #6, #15, #16; Letters #1, #4, #6, #10, #12, #15, #16
#10, #12, #15, #3, #4, #6, #12, #15, #16
#16 #10, #12, #15|
#16
ABBOTT, Mary \' \'% \% \'% \' \% \'
ABRAMS, Alex \/ \/ \Y \"/ \"/ Vv \"/ Housing Impacts
ADAMS, Kellee \/ \/ \Y \/ \"/ Vv \/
ADAMS, Ramey D \% \% \" \% \% \" \% aesthetics
AGUILAR, Karin \%
AIDE, Holly \% \% \" \"/
AIDE, Raina \% \% \% \% \% \% \)
ALBRIGHT, Laurie Aesthetics, Traffic
ALDRICH, Andrew \' \% \% \% Aesthetics, Conservation
ALLEN, Cristala \% \% \% \% \%) \% \
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ALVARADO, Al

AMACHER, Dane

ANAWALT, Thomas

< <<

< <<

<K<

< <<

< <<

ANDERSON, Cheryl

< KK <

v**

ANDERSON, Karen

<

<

<

<|I<I<K|<

ANDERSON, Kathleen

ANDERSON, Sharon

ANDERSON, Stephanie

<I<L|I<

No visitors in winter

ANDERSON, Steve

<I<|I<

<I<|<

ANDRES, Lloyd

<|I<I<K|<

ANONYMOUS

Water, power, services,
aesthetics, wildlife

ASHBY, Judith

<

<l << <K<K

<l <K<K

ASHFORD, Dick

ATHERTON, Dale

AUERBACH, Isabel

<<

AUERBACH, Vickie

AUZINS, Liga

< KKK K< K<<

AXELROD, Gene

<|<

BACHNER, Ken

< I KIKI K| KIKIKIK] <

<I<|<

< I K| << <<

I LI KILKIKIKIKIK] <

BACKLUND, Kaitlin

No comment

BAER, Rich

aesthetics

BAIZE, Derek

BAKER Meredith

BALLINGER, Ken

BALLOT, Nancy

BANET, Benjamin

BARKER, Jane

BARNETT, David

BARR, Cassie

<IL<IKIKI <K< KIKILKI<

< KKK <K KI<K|I<

<< K<L LKL

< KKK <[ KKK |<

< KKK <K KL<

I <K< KK KIK|<

< KKK KKK

BARRETT, Edgar

BARTLETT, Stephanie

BAUGHMAN, Joseph

<<

BECK, Ed

BECKER, Adam

<I<I<|I<

<I<KI<K|I<

<|I<|<

BELLAMACINA, Cornelia

BENICHOU, Francoise

<

<

<K<

< KK K<<

< KK KK <

< KK KK <
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BENKA, Francoise Lynn

V**

BENNETT, Melanie

BERLACHER, George L

BERNSTEIN, Robert

BERRY, Patrice

<I<K|I<|<

<K< <

<K< <

<K<K <

<|I<I<K|<

BERTON, Virginia

BERYT, Marta

<

<

BEYER, Jack

BIEGA, Brian

BITTNER, Kristi

<K<K <

BLOCKLEVOR, Paula

BLUCHER, William

<K<K

BOCK, Marsha

<<

<|I<I<KI<KIK|<

< I KKK KL ILILK LK<

Overcrowding, Services,
Serenity

BOFFEY, Peter

BOHR, Ariel

<<l <|<|<|<KI<

<

Aesthetics, Conservation

BOONE, Michael &
LisaLilley

Aesthetics, Community

BORGER, Mary

BOSSIER, Bryan

Aesthetics

BOSSONE, Lynn

<I<|I<

<I<|<

<I<|<

<|I<|<

<I<|<

BOYER, Carol

BOYER, David

BRADLEY, Peg

Light pollution

BRANCHFLOWER, Yvonr,

Traffic, noise, water,
sanitation, aesthetics

BREE, Erika

<

<l <|<|<

<

BREED, Martha

Light pollution, wildlife

BREISCH, Susan

<

BRENT, Bill

BRIDGES, Carl

BROSAMLE, Katharine

< <K<

< <K<

<<

BROSAMLE, John

<|I<|<

aesthetics

BROSK, Emily

BROWN, Eva

Services, Traffic

BROWN, Martha

BRUNO, Matthew

<LK <K< <KL

<I<|<

< I <KL KKK

<K< <

<K< <

<|I<|<

< KKK K< LIL|<K|<

Aesthetics
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[Type text]
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BRYANT, Gary

BUCKNER, Geoff

Aesthetics

BURKE, Annie

BURNETT, Wayne

BURNS, Elizabeth

<IKIK|IK<|<

BUTTS, Judith

BUXBAUM, Nicolas

<

I <IKIK<IKIK|<

CS

CABUNOC, Kathryn

CALDWELL, Catharina

< KIK K< <K<K KKK <

< I <K<K <[ <[ L[ LK< <

I KKK LK LK K<

<<

<|<

<<

CAMPBELL, Jack

CARLSON, Barbara

<

<

<

L EENENEGE4E R4 ESE 4R <

<

<

<

CARLTON,Barbara

Aesthetics, Sustainability

CARTON, David

<

<

CASE, Karen A

CATE, Rick

CAVALLARO, Helen T

CHADWICK, Jef

< <K<IK|I<K|I<

CHAN, Alice

<K<K <K<

<I<KI<K|I<

<K< KKK

< KK K<<

<< <<

< KKK K<

CHIAPELLA, Lynn

Aesthetics, Services,
Demographics

CLARK, Lucy

Aesthetics

CLOUGH, Rebecca

CLUTEREINIG Nick

<<

<I<|<

<|<

<<

COHEE, Michael

COHEN, Michael

COHN, Ron

Services

COKAS, Jim

<K< <K<

< <|I<

<< <K|I<KIK|I<

< <|I<

COLE, Dr. Jennifer

Aesthetics, Wildlife

COLE, Taggart

CONNOLLY, Ryan

<<

<

CONNOR, John

No comment

COOPER, Victor G

CORIELL, Rita

CORY, Karen

<I<I<

<|I<|<

Demographics,
aesthetics

COSENTINO, Donna
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COSTELLO, Joy \ \) \" \"/ \Y \"/ \Y

COUDURIER, Janet

COURSE, Meredith \ \) \"/ \Y \Y

COWLES, Maria \Y \ \/ \/ \Y) \/ \Y

COYLE, Shawn Change, Development
CRAGIN, Leslie \Y \/ \ \/ \Y

CRAIG, Rose \" Vv \Y Vv \"/ Vv \"/

CROSLAND, Richard Aesthetics
CUFF, Kermit \" Vv \"/

CURRAN, Judd \ \/ \/ \/ \Y

CUTSHALL, Glen \Y \ \/ \/ \Y) \/ \Y

DALE, Mara \" \"/ \"/ \"/ Yosemite Visitation
DAY, Caroline \ \) \"/ \"/ \"/ \"/ \Y

DEAN, Ronald \"/

DEAUVILLE, Lori \ \) \"/ \"/ VvV \"/ \Y

DEAUVILLE, Paul M \ \) \"/ \"/ VvV \"/ \Y

DECKER, Joe i

DEETZ, Thomas MD \ \) \"/ \) \"/ \"/ \Y

DEJARNATT, Elizabeth \ \) \"/ \"/ VvV \"/ \/

DE LEON, Haryn \"/ \"/ \Y \"/ \"/

DELGADILLO, Alisa \"/ \"/ \Y \"/ \"/ Vv \"/

DEMARTINI, Al \/ \/ \Y \"/ \"/ Vv \"/ Aesthetics
DE MOOR, Lynn \/ \/ \Y \"/ \"/ Vv Aesthetics
DENAPOLLI, Jo \/ \"/ Vv \"/ \' Vv \'

DEREVAN, Rick \/ \"/ Vv \'

DICOSTANZO, Barbara \% \"/ \/ \'/ \/ \/

DICUS, Liana \" \'/ \Y \"/ \"/ Vv \"/ Infrastructure, Services
DIETZ, Linda \/ \"/ Vv \"/ \' Vv \'

DILLON, Rob Aesthetics
DIXON, Dylan \Y \ \Y \Y) \/ \Y)

DOCKER, Penny \/ \/ \/ \"/ Vv \"/ Aesthetics, Birds
DONLOU, Tim \) \) \Y \Y \"/ \Y

DONNOE, Michael \) Vv \Y

DOTY, Rachael \) \Y

DREWER, Frank V \"/ Vv

DURNA, Brent \ \"/ \Y \"/ \Y \/

DUVALL, Kathy Vv \%
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[Type text] [Type text] Tioga Community Housing FSEIR
EARNSHAW Sam Aesthetics
EISENPRESS, Aron \" \" \ \ Aesthetics
ELWIN, Darlene \' \" \%

ENGLISH, Kristin \ \% \% \% \ \% \)

ERICKSON, Marjorie \% \'% \% \% \ \ \)

ERNSTER, Nathan \' \% \%) \% \ \% \% Aesthetics, Wildlife

ESTRADA, Leslie \' \'% \% \% \% \)

ESTRADA, Sandy \' \% \% \% \% \)

EVARTS, Sally \ \% \% \% \ \% \)

FEILEN, Henry \' \% \

FIALA, Ronald \% V \" V \" \% Local commerce

FISHER, Gary B \' \% \% \% \'% \ \Y)

FLEETWOOD, Hannah \' \' \% \% \' \) \

FLETCHER, Clyde Aesthetics,
Conservation

FLORES, Clarisa \% \" \% \" \" \% \'

FONG,Catherine \' \" \' \%

FORD, Conny Conservation

FORRESTER, Cheri \% \% \ \

FOSS, Sandy \% \ \/ \% \%) \" \%) Traffic, Noise, Wastes,

Parking, Wildlife, Water

FRANSEN, Amy \%)

FREEMAN, Kyri V**

FRISBEE, Christine \% \% \" \% \%) \" \%) Economy, Tourism,

Overdevelopment

FOURNIER, Michael \' \' \% \% \' \ \)

FRAMSTED, Marcia A \' \' \% \% \") \% \' Public services

FRANCAVIGLIA, Maria \' \' \% \% \' \ \)

FRANCHI, Leo \" v \% \)

FRASER, Anne \' \% \% \

FURUICHI, Darryl

GAILLARD, Anne \% \'% \% \% \ \ \Y)

GAINES, Dylan \% \% \% \% \% \%

GALLEGOS, Lourdes \% \% \% \% \% Vv \Y)

GALLICE, Christina \% \%) Traffic, Wastes, Services

GAMMAN, John \/ \/ \"/ Vv Traffic, air pollution,
water scarcity

GANGE, Nichole \% \%) \
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GARCIA, Bernadette \"/ \) \"/ \Y

GAUDE, Rob \ \) \"/ \"/ \"/ \Y

GEBERDING, David \ \Y \Y Aesthetics

GEHRMAN, Laura \" \ \/ \ \"/ \/ \Y

GERMAN, Steven

GERN, Hannah \" \"/ \"/ Vv \"/

GETTS, Don \Y \ \/ \/ \"/ \/ \Y

GETTS, John \Y \ \Y \Y \Y)

GETTS, Katherine \" Vv \Y \"/ \"/ Vv \/

GETTS, Madeline \" \"/ \Y \"/ \"/ Vv \"/ Winter access,
aesthetics, ecosystem

GILMORE, Lisa Ecosystem

GLASS, Linda \ \) \"/ \"/ \"/ \"/ \Y

GLASS, Peter \ \) \"/ \) \"/ \"/ \Y

GOFF, Kaleb \ \) \"/ \"/ \"/ \"/ \Y

GOLDIN, Christine \ \) \Y \"/ \"/ \"/ \Y

GOLDMAN, April \ \) \"/ \"/ \"/ \"/ \)

GOLDMAN, Victor

GOLIGHTLY, Roy Fire Risk

GOMES, Melissa \% \"/ \/ \ \"/ \/ \Y)

GORHAM, Jon &Ros \% \"/ \Y \ \"/ \/ \/

GORWIN, Peter \/ \"/ Vv \"/ \"/ Vv \/

GRAEF, Julie \" \ \/ \'/ \"/ \/ \Y)

GRAGG Joseph \Y \ \/ \'/ \"/ \/ \Y)

GRAHAM, Ann \Y \ \Y \'/ \/

GRANDY Jeff Aesthetics

GRAY,Gary Development,
Wilderness

GREENBERG, Corinne \) \) \) \"/ \"/ \Y

GREENMAN, Jessea \) \"/ \"/

GUINN, Suzanne \") Vv \"/

GUPTA, Anya \' \' \% \' \' \% \'

HAHN, Joy \) \) V \"/ \"/ \"/ \Y

HALSTED, Lynn \/ \"/ \" \"/ \"/ Vv \Y/

HAMSTRA, Rich \Y \ \/ \/ \"/ \/ \Y)

HANCOCK, Seth \Y \/ \/ \"/ \/ \Y)

HANEY, Harmony Local economy
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HANEY, Julie

HANNA, Virginia

<<

HANNAY, Kathryn

HANSON, Cynthia

HANSON, Kathy

HARDEMAN, Ann

HARRAR, Paul

<I<|I<

<I<|<

<I<L|I<

<|<

<<

HART, DeAnne &Rich

HARTE, Mary

HARVEY, Kurt

<<

< I K| <K<K <

<

Aesthetics

HAVRILO, William

HAYAMAZU, Christine

HAYES, Kama

<I<|<

<K<K <

HAYNES, Cheryl

HAYNES, Robert

HAYS, Cody

< KKK <K IKILK|I<

<K<K <

<<

<K<K <

< KKK <

<< <K< LIKI<LI<

<<

HAZELLEAF, Tom

Aesthetics

HECOCKS, Sarah

HEINZ, Carol

HELLERUD, Jennifer

Aesthetics, Conservation
Water

HENDERSON, Michael

HENNESSY, Jasmine

<] <K<K

<<l <K<

<<l <K<

HERSHEY, Davis

< I I K] <I<I<

I K< <K<K

I K< <K<K

I<I<| <K<

HEYDORN, Rachel

Aesthetics, wildlife, Local
economy

HIBBARD, Charles

HIBBETT, Lori

v**

HIGGINS, Joy

<|I<|<

HILKER, Joanne

<I<I<|<

<I<KI<K|I<

<IKI<K|I<

HILKER, Virginia

< <I<K|I<K|I<

<I<I<KIKI<

< KIKIK|I<

HILL, Heather

Environment, wildlife,
water scarcity

HILLS, Debra

HIRSHFIELD, Jane

<<

<<

<<

<<

<|<

<<

HIRTH, Carol

Impacts in general

HOLBERT, Patricia

Community,
tourism, wildlife
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[Type text] [Type text] Tioga Community Housing FSEIR
HOLDER, Joseph \" \" Vv \")
HOLLAND, Em Supports MLC & new
housing if done right
HOLLIBAUGH, James \% \" Aesthetics & Views
HOLMQUIST, Kirsten \'% \% \% \% \)
HOWARD, Evelyn \% \% \% \% \% \% \% Views from key locations|
HOWARD, Lawrence R \" \% \% \%) \%) \% \)
HOWELL, Heidi \ \% \% \% \'% \% \)
HOWELL, Paul \%) \%) V \%) \%) \" \%) Water scarcity
HUANG, Dr. Forest \' \' \% \% \% \
HUBBLE, Karen Traffic, congestion,
environment, birds
HUCKABAY, Mary Ann \' \' \% \' \' \% \'
HUGHES, Brent \' \" \" \'
HUGHES, David \% \" \" \") tourism
HUNRICHS, Paul \% \'% \% \% \% \% \Y)
HUTCHINGS, Thomas \% \% \Y)
HUTCHISON, Heather \% \% \% \% \% \Y)
ISAACS, Chloe \% \ \/ \%) \% \" \%) Community, Services
Aesthetics, Traffic
ITUARTE, Darel \' \' \% \% \% \% \% Wildlife and water
JACKSON, Don \% \% \% \% \") \% \' Aesthetics
JACKSON, Elaine &hred \' \' \% \% \") \% \)
JACKSON, Kate \% \% \% \") \% \% Aesthetics, Fire, Water
JACKSON, Louise \% \% \% \% \") \% \) Sprawl
JAMES, Oliver \% \% \% \% \' \% \)
JAMES, Ruth \% \% \% \% \' \% \)
JENKINS D Leigh Ecosystem,
Demographics
JENSEN, Jan \' \% Vv \'%
JEWELL, Adam \/ \/ \" \"/ Aesthetics
JOHNSON, Bryan \% \'% \% \% \% Vv \Y)
JOHNSON, Laurelle \% \% \% \%) \% \% \)
JOHNSON, Leanne \% \%) \%) Light & Glare
JONES, Deborah \" \% \" \% \"/
JONES, Elizabeth \' \% \% \% \Y)
JONES,Renee \% \% \% \% \%) \) \
JORDAN, Linda \% \% \% \% \' \% \
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JOSHIBARR, Shivanjali

Aesthetics

JOYE, Lindsay

KAHN, Kathleen

< <<

KAILAWA, Carlotta

Traffic, habitat

KALVELAGE, Diane

KAMIENIECKI, Lisa

<K<K <K<

< <IKIKIK|I<

KANE, Sarah

KASABIAN, Jennifer

<K<K I KIKILK|I<

<

< I KKK KKK |I<

<LK LIKI<KI<

< I KKK KKK |I<

Wildlife, Aesthetics,

KASSOTAKIS, John

Aesthetics, Overnights

KAUFFMAN, Neil

<

<

<

<

<

<

KAUPPINEN, Dean

Aesthetics, conservation

KELLY,Jennifer

Aesthetics,
Overdevelopment

KEMPER, Lauri

<

<

v**

KENT, Anthony

<<

<<

KENT, Bob

KERSHAW, Cheryl

KIENITZ, Mallory

<IK<|IKIKI<

Morale, Community Scalg

KIKUCHI, Junie

KILCREASE, Jaimi

<

KILGER, Brad

KINZIE, Kathie

KINZLER, Tyler

A EENE NGRS

I <KL KKK

< I KKK KKK

KIRK, Trisha

<|I<|<

KITSON, Sally

< I <KL K< LI LK KK <K <

< I KK <[ <[ LI LK KKK <

< K| <[ <K<K

KJONAAS, Patti

Conservation,
Serenity, Economy

KLASSEN, Patricia

No comment

KLEIN, Kimberly

KLEINMAN, Susan

KLINE, Samantha

KLINE, William

<I<I<

<<

<I<I K<<

KLOSTERMAN, Lorrie

Aesthetics

KNEFF, Dennis

Small town feel

KODY, Kori

KOJM, Sheila

<|<|<

<I<|I<

KONDO, Judith

<I<|<|<

<K< <

<|<[I<|<
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KORSON, Steven O0si OEA OE
KOTALIK, Caron \" \" \"/ \) \") \"

KOUBEK, Paul \' \' \% \' \' \% \

KRAUSE, Genevieve Aesthetics, Economy

KROSS, Jeff \ \% \%) \% \ \ \)

KUPERSMITH, John \% V \/ V Views fromkey points

LAHERTY, Ellen and \' \% \%) \% \ \ \

Patrick

LAMMERS, Charles \' \% Vv \'% \'% \ \

LANEY, Lindsay \ Vv \% \

LANNER, Christine \% \% \% \% \% \% \") Aesthetics

LANTZ, Emma \% \% \% \% \

LARIMORE, Ogilvie \' \% \% \' \' \) \'

LARSEN, Whitney \' \' \)

LATKER, Craig Aesthetics

LAWRENCE Quentin \'% \% \% \% \") \% \% Views, Outreach,
Traffic, Economics

LAXSON, Glenn

LEA, Vanessa \% \%) \" \%) \% \"/ \

LEE, Laura Traffic

LEFEBVRE, Guy \% \"/ \Y \"/ Vv Vv \"/

LEONG, Robin \ \ \%) \ \% \ \Y)

LEPOUVOIR, Jan \"/ Vv

LE POUVOIR, John \' \% Vv \% \% \ \

LEVINE, Natalie \ \% Vv \Y) \

LEWIS, Amy \% \% \" \% \% \" \% Police Services

LEWIS, Glen \% \' \% \' \' \ \)

LEWIS, Mark \% \' \)

LIM, Jonathan \% \% \% \% \") \) \)

LINDER, Patty \' \' \% \'

LINK, John \% \% \)

LISKOVEC, Jim

LISS, Tonia \'/ \"/ \Y \/ \"/ Vv \"/ Water, Air pollution,

Aesthetics
LITTLEJOHN, Jacquie No comment
LIVINGSTON, John \ \% Vv \% \% \ \Y)
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LOMBARD, Ruth &
Trymon Hunter

<

<

<

LONDON, Martin

Aesthetics

LOOFBOURROW, Gail

LORO, Tony

<I<|I<

<I<|<

<|I<|<

<I<|<

LOUIE, Denise

LOWY, Jay

LUBOFF, David

Aesthetics

LUCIN, Cathy

LUFT, Sue

LUNDQUIST, Bruce

<< LK<

< KKK K1KLK

LUX, Yvonne

LYON, Bret

LYON, Jane

< KKK <K IKILK|I<

< KKK <K<K

< <K<K LKL <

< I KKK <[ LI LK< <K<

< I KKK K<L LKL <1< <

<<

<<

M, Sarah

Light pollution

MAAVARA, Taylor

MACDERMOTT, Gordy

<

<

<

<<

<

<<

MACINTOSH, Chris

Aesthetics, Wildlife,
Services

MACOVSKY, Louis

<

<

<

MAGIT, Joan

Development

MANUGIAN, Suzanne

<

MARTIN, Martha

<<

MARTIN, Michael

MASON, Denise

<<

<

MASONWHITE, Evan

Aesthetics

MATTERSON, Betty

MAYER, AnnaLisa

Aesthetics, Traffic,
Character, Occupancy

MAYER, Sarah

<l <[<K|<K[K|<

MAZER, Elaine

<<l <K<K

MCAFEE, Cheyenne

MCCARTHY, Susan

<

Aesthetics

MCCLASKEY, Mike

MCCONNELL, Cindy

MCCOY Ricky

MCGOVERN, Ferris

< I LI KK KIKIKIK] < <KL

< I I K[ LI KILKIKIK] <<

| K KKK IK KK < I <IKILIKLIL|I<

< I K| K[ LI KILKIKIK] <<

I K KK KIKILKIK] < <LK <

< <I<|<I<K|<

<I<|I<
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MCNAMARA, Bekah \Y

MCNUTT, Bob Aesthetics

MCPHERSON, Barry V**

MEANS, Susan \Y \ \/ \/ \Y) \Y

MEESTER, Tyler \Y \ \/ \/ \"/ \/ \Y

MEGDAL, Barry \Y \Y/ \Y \"/ Vv \"/ Light pollution

MELATIS, Thomas \Y \ \/ \ \"/ \/ \Y

MENDELSON, Minna Aesthetics,
Sustainability

MENDERSHAUSEN, Ralp Mono Lake, Birds,

and Ann Aesthetics

MEYER, Enid \ \) \"/ VvV \"/

MEYER, Evi \ \Y \Y

MEYERS, Jeanne \ \Y \Y

MEYERS, Steven \ \) \Y \"/ \"/ \"/

MEYERSON, Howard \"/ \Y \/

MICK, Richard \"/ \Y

MIDAS, Gayle \" \/ \/ \"/ \V \/

MIGLIORE, Joseph \' \% \% \% \% \%

MILEY, William \" \"/ \"/ Aesthetics, Watershed

MILLER, Carrie \Y \ \/ \'/ v \/

MILLER, Catherine \/ \'/ \Y \'/ \"/ Vv \/

MILLER, Craig \/ \"/ Vv \"/ \"/ Vv \/

MILLER, John \Y \ \/ \'/ v \/ \Y)

MILLER, Kendrick \Y \ \/ \'/ v \/

MILLER, Mariji \ \/ \'/ \"/ \/ \Y)

MILLS, James Frederick \"/

MINER, Rain \) \"/ \Y)

MINOR, Patricia \) \Y \"/ \"/ \"/ \Y

M L \) \) V \"/ \Y \"/ \Y

MOORE, Martha, PhD \'/ \"/ Traffic, ecosystem

MORGAN, Michael \) \) V \) \"/ \"/ \Y

MORRIS, Vonya Water scarcity

MOSER, Thomas \) \Y \Y

MOSHER, Karlina \' \% \% \" Dislikes change

MOSS, Paul \Y \ \/ \/ \Y) \Y)

MOSS, Susan \" Vv \Y \"/ \"/ Vv \"/
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MOULTON, Barbara \) \") \) \Y

MURAMOTO, Jo Ann \ \) \"/ \ \ \) \ V**

MUSS, Jeffre \ \"/ \ \ \Y

NACOUZI,Stephanie \' \% \% \% \% \% \%

NASH, Ruth & Steve V \"/ Vv

NEUFELD, Cindy \Y \Y \) \Y \Y) \ Aesthetics

NICKLIN, Alexandra \% Vv \Y Vv \Y Godmother Grace would

disapprove

NIRO Matt \%) \%) \" Economic impacts

NORTON, Marc Ol EOOATLCDIT

NUNEZ, Charlie \ \) \"/ \ \ \) \Y

NUTTALL, Stu \") \" \") Glare

OAKES, Corky \ \) \"/ \ \ \) \Y

OBEDZINSKI, Jack \) \") \) \Y

OBEDZINSKI, Mariska \% \) \"/ \) \") \" \") Aesthetics

[ é6#! ,, ! " (!.h Vv Vv Y Vv Vv Vv Vv Light pollution

OCONNELL, John \ \) \ \"/

OKADA, Nancy \' \' \% \' \' \% \'

OKUMURA, Janiss \% \%) \Y \"/ \"/ Vv \"/

ORCHOLSKI, Gerald \% \ \Y)

ORCUTT, Deborah \" \"/ \Y \"/ Vv \Y \"/ aesthetics

OSCHRIN, Emma Aesthetics, Tranquility,

Ecological value

OVERHOLTZ, Nancy Alternative Design

OZUNA, Phoebe \) \) V \ \ \ \Y)

PACE, Aaron \% \) V \ \Y

PACE, Steven \) \) V \) \") \ \Y)

PAINTER, Michael J V**

PAJONK, Frank \) \) V \) \") \"/ \Y

PANN, Robert \) \) V \) \"/ \"/ \Y

PARK, Noel Aesthetics, Views, Traffic

Wildlife

PARKHURST, Joyce \" Vv \Y \"/ \"/ Vv \'

PASHBY, Paula \% \% \% \% \% \% Water Supply/Quality

PASTEL, Lily B \/ \/ \Y \"/ \"/ Vv Vv Aesthetics, Affordability,
Services; Traffic; Wildlife

PEACH, Jenn \ \"/ \Y

PENFIELD, Ralph \% \) \"/ \) \)
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PESCOSOLIDO, Cristin \ \) \"/ \"/ \"/

PETERSON, Jennifer Aesthetics

PETLISKI, Greg \/ \Y \/ Alternative Locations

PETRILLA, Linda Vv \/ \/ \Y

PFAFF Stephanie \Y \ \/ \ \"/ \/ \Y

PHELPS, Julie Commercialization

PHILLIPS, Jeremy \Y \ \Y/ \/ \"/ Vv \) Aesthetics, Wildlife

PHYLE, Abraham \Y \ \/ \ \"/ \/ \Y

PIERSON, Linnea Vv Vv \Y

PLEHN, James \% V \" V \" Aesthetics, Economy

POLICK, Melissa \Y \"/

POTTER, Spencer \Y \ \/ \ \) \/ \Y V**

POUCHER, Roy \ \) \"/ \) \"/ \"/ \Y

POWELL, Martha \ \) \"/ \) \"/ \"/ \Y

POWELL, Ronald \ \) \"/ \) \") \"/ Aesthetics, Character

PUSEY, Rachel \) Vv \Y

PYLE, Brett Aesthetics,
overdevelopment

PYLE, Scott \" \ \/ \/

QUENNEVILLE, Donald \% \% \/ \ \/ \Y)

QUINN, Morgan Jobs, Aesthetics,

Conservation

RACHLIN, Marjorie \" \ \/ \ \"/ \/ \Y)

RADIEVE Gina \Y \ \/ \ \"/ \/ \Y)

RAISTRICK, Darien \) \) V \) \"/ \"/ \Y)

RATTENNE, Kirk \) \) V \) \") \"/ \Y) V**

RAY, Daniel \) \) V \) \"/ \"/ \Y) V**

RAY, Linda \) \) V \Y \Y

REEPMAKER, Lisa \) \Y \Y

REES, Christopher No comments

RENZ, Jennifer \) \"/ \"/ Vv Traffic, Noise,
Aesthetics, Wildlife

RETTIG, Susan \/ \"/ \" \"/ \"/ Vv \Y/

REYES, Esmeralda \/ \/ \Y \/ \"/ Vv \/

REYNOLDS, Carrie \/ \/ \Y \/ \"/ Vv \/

REYNOLDS, Marc No comments

REYNOLDS, Nancy L No comments
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RHUDY, Lisa

RILEY, Pauline

RINALDI, Chris& Lori

<K< <
<K< <
< KK <
<K<K <

RINDLAUB, Katherine

RINKER, Jordan

RIVERA, Renee

< LK< KKK
< <K<K <K<K

<<

<|<
<

RI1ZZO, Dana

ROBERTS, Jessica

< I KKK <[ <KILI<K|<
<I<|<

<
<
<

ROBERTSHAW, John Bird migration

ROCHE, Colleen Economy, Ecology

RODDEN, Beth

RODNEY, Ray Rodney

<I<I<
<<
<
<I<|I<
<K<
<
<

ROEHM, John

RONIS, Celia Aesthetics, Conservation

ROSE Donna

ROSENBAUM, Karen

ROSS, Michael Special status species

<IKI<K|I<
< <<

ROSSRHUDY, Nicholas

ROTHMAN, Phyllis

< <K<IKIK|I<K|<
<

<

<<

ROTTNER, Frances

ROUDA, Ronald Glare, Overdevelopment

<

S EENENE 4L
< I KKK KL<
<I<|<

ROYCE, Lynn

<|<

RUBENS, Elizabeth

RUBLE, Anna Economy, Wildlife,
Ecology

RUIZ, Tony v

<<
<<

RUTZEN, Diane \"

<ILI<

RYAN, Susan

SANBORN, Sherborn

Aesthetics

< <<
<K<K <<
<I<I<KIK<I<KI<

\'
SALAZAR, Ginny \'
\'

SALEWSKI, Diane \"/ Aesthetics

SALMON, Mariani Economic Concerns

SAMPSON, David& Annie \'/ \"/ \"/ Rural character

I <K<K
<<

I LI
<<

SAMPSON, Michael \'/ \'

SANDBERG, Marcia Aesthetics

SANDSTROM, Jennifer \"/

<
<
<<

SANDSTROM, Ronald \'
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SARGEANT, Heather \/ \"/ \Y \/ Vv \/ Aesthetics

<<
<
<

SAVAGE, James Deer, Birds, Aesthetics

SCALF, Russell Foot/Vehicle Traffic

SCALZI, Nola

<<
<

SCHLAUPITZ, Audra

SCHLICHTING, Robert Scale of Development

SCHLICK, Cindy

SCHNALL Savannah

SCHNEIDER, Jeanette

<K< <
<K<K <
<K<K <K<

SCHOENE, William Development Sprawl

<K< <K<
< KKK KKK
<K< <K<
<K<K <

SCHOENENBERGER, Small town feel

Rebecca

<
<

SCHROEDER, DiTim

<<
<<
<<
<<
<<

SCHUMACHER, Dal&
Vicki

<
<
<

SCHWARZ, Christian \

<<

SCHWENDENER, Henry \/

SCOTT, NAN No comment

SCOTT, Nancy

<<
<
<<

<

SCRIBNER, Victoria

SEBASTIAN, Lisa

< <K|<|<
<l |I<
< K|IK<|<

SESLOWE, Sharon

<|<

SHAFNACKER, Philip

SHANAFIELD Margaret Light pollution

SHAO, Suzie

SHENK, Kevin Aesthetics

SHENK, Marla

I <KL KK <

<K< <
<K<K <

SHEPHERD, Diana

SHERMAN, Edward Traffic

SHOEMAKER, William

<I KKK K<L ILKIKI KK <K <
< KK <[ <KL <K<K <
<I<KIKIKI KKK

< KK K<< <KI<K|I<

<<
<<
<<

SHOOK, Mary C

SKAREDOFF, Igor Aesthetics

SLOANE, Harold

<<
<<
<<

SLOANE, Lisa

SMITH, Carol

SMITH, Derek

< <K<K <
< <K<K <
< KIK|IK|<

<<
<<

SMITH, Ellen
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SMITH, Eric Aesthetics
SMITH, Shelly \" \" \) \ Development Limits
SMITH, Sherry \' \' \% \" \" \% \% Aesthetics
SOLTER, Patricia \% Vv \/ Vv \%) \" Aesthetics
SPALSBURY, Jeff \' \% \% \

SPRESSER, Michelle \% \% \Y)

STANGER, Roberta \% \'% \% \% \ \ \)

STANSBERY, Steven \% \% \% \% \% V**
STANSFIELD, Lesley \% V \ \%) \" \") Traffic, Ecology
STARR, Rhonda V \% \" Seasonal use
STARR, Sheryl \ \% \% \'% \ \Y)

STEELE, Jenifer \% V \

STEELSMITH, Diane \' \% \% \% \' \) \

STINE, Anne \% \% \% \% \% \% \% Conservation
STINNETT, Benjamin \' \% \% \% \% \% \% Aesthetics, habitat
STOCK, Greg \% \% \% \% \ \)

STOCK, Sarah \% \% \% \% \% \% \

STOCK, Wendy \% \% \% \% \' \) \

STONEROCK, Lorraine \' \' \% \% \' \) \

STONG, Michel \" \" \% \' \' \% \)

STRAITS, Bruce \" \% \

STRANGFELD, Roxanne \' \% \% Water scarcity
STROHL, Richard \% \% \" \% Vv \)

STRONG, Steven \% V \" \% \

SUBIA, Holly \% \% \% V \% \% \% Light pollution
SULLIVAN, Jeff \ \% \% \% \% \% \ AV
SUTTER, Gavin \ \% \% \% \% \ \Y)

SWEEL, Greg \/ \"/ Vv \"/ \"/ Vv \/

SWIGGUM, George \ \% \% \% \'% \ \Y)

SYMES, Deborah \ \% \% \% \% \% \% Aesthetics
SZEMENYEI, Barbara &

Steve

TAIT, Adam \% \% \% \' \) \)

TC \% \% \% \' \' \) \)

T Dt \% \% \% \' \' \) \)

TAKARO, Mark \% \% \' \' \)

TAYLOR, Dave Vv \"/ \Y \"/ \"/ Vv \/
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TAYLOR, Greg

TAYLOR, Jennifer

TAYLOR, Tess

TEHERO, Lawrence

TENNEY, Jennifer

<I<IK|IK<|<

<|<

<K<K <

<IKIK|IK|<

THOMPSON, Ronald

Water, Sewage, Traffic

TIFFANY, Linda

Preserve wilderness

TOLTOWICZ, Robert

TONER, Sheila

<<

<<

<

TRAUGHBER, Mallory

<I<|<

TRAYNOR, Andy

<|I<I<K|<

<

Aesthetics; Employment;
Services

TREANOR, Brian

Too large

TRIMARCHI, Dylan

Parking

TUF, Paul

Boycott

TUMBUSCH, Mary

<I<I<

<I<|<

Groundwater, Density

TURNER, Jonathon

TURNER, Neal

TUSONI, Larry

ULVANG, Renna

< I KKK KKK

I L<ILKIL<IKIKIKI<

UNDERHILL, Carol

Wildlife, Aesthetics

UNGER, Michelle

Climate, Extinction

VALENTINE, Karen

VAN METER, Victoria

VANSICKLE, Sherrill

VAN SOELEN, Philip

VENN Gael

< I < KKK IKI LKL <

<< <K|I<I<K|<

VENUGOPAL, Merryn

Local character, Traffic

VERSTRAETE, Frank

VOLKSEN, Russell

WAGER, Joan

< KKK <1 LI LKL <

< I KKK K LI LKL K[ LI LI L IKI LI KILILK|K] <

WAHL, Christian

< <K<IKIKI LI LI LILIK|<K| <K<K K LK<

< I KIKIL| L[ K[ LKL <[ <[ L[ LKL K| K[ LI <K<K <

<I<IL<|I<

< I KIKIL| L[ K[ LKL <[ <[ L[ LKL K| K[ LI <K<K <

<I<I K<<

WALBRIDGE, Charles

WALKER, Martha

<

<

WALSH, Steve

WALSH, Steve Dr.

< <<

< <<

< <<

WALSH, Tracey

< <K<
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<
<

WALTERS Marlene

WARD, Patrick Aesthetics

WARNER, Katy

<K< <

WATERS, Rebecca

<I<IK|IK<|<

WEAVER, Joan

WEBER, Capriece \'4

WEBER, Michael

<K<K <K<

<
<I<|<
<

WEEDMAN, Katherine \Y

WEIKEL, Wendy Light pollution

<

WEINSTEIN, Carol

WELLER, Suzanne

<I<I<
<<

WEREMIUK, Sharon

<K<

WESOLOWSKI, Tyler

WESTFALL, Robert

<I<I<K|I<K|<
<<

<<

< KK K<< <
<

<I<I<K|I<K<I <K<
<K<K <

WESTHEIMER, Cody

WESTMORELAND, Henry Aesthetics

<

WHEAT, Susan

<<

WHEELER, Bryce Public Services

< <<
<

WHITAKER, Howard

WHITE, Stacey

WHITE, Steven

< I <K< <KL
< <K<K <
<K< <K<K
< K| K<<
<

WHITTIER, Warren L. Aesthetics

WHITTLESEY, Emily

WIENS, Paula

<

WILDER, Jenny Aesthetics

<<
<
<I<|<
<I<|<
<
<K<

WILLEY, Robert

WILLIMANN, Rosemarie Aesthetics, Conservation

WILLSON, Clyde

WILSON, Joel

WILSON, Ken

<K< <
<K< <

WILSON, Michelle

WILSON, Rhonda

<KL <K<

WOLF, Bernard

WOLTMAN, Tony Bird species

< <K<K LKL

WONG, Darrell Housing for Locals

WONG, Sam

< LIKIK LI L<IKIKILK| <
< <K<K <

<

< <K<K <

<K<

< <K<K <K< <K< LIKI<K| <
< I KKK LI LI LKL <

WOODARD, Joanne
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WOODRUFF, Danah \" \" \% \" \" \% \

WOODS,Roseanna \" \" \% \" \" \) \

WOODWORTH, Patrick \" \" \% \" \" \% \

WRIGHT, Andrew \% V \/ V \" Too large

WRIGHT, Mike \% \% \% \% \ \

WRIGHT, Nancy No comments

YAMANAKA, Janet \% V \/ V \%) \") Birds, ecosystem

YATES, Byron \ \% \% \% \% \)

YATES,Larissa \% \% \% \% \)

YOUNG, Benny \ \% \% \% \Y)

YOUNG, Victoria \ \% \% \% \% \% \% Aesthetics, Wildlife,
Traffic, Privacy

YOVOVICH, Veronica V*x

YUEN, Lois \% \% \% \% \% \% \

ZACKS, Cindy \% \% \% \

ZAROW, Terri \" \) \") Aesthetics, Deer

ZELLER Rudy \' \

ZERNEKE, Jeanette \"/ \Y \"/ \"/ \/

ZIEGLER, Ann \ \% \% \% \Y)

ZUCKERMAN Elizabeth Aesthetics, Ecosystem

ZUKOSKI, Katie

ZUPAN, Karen No comments

ZUREK, Steff \% \% \% V \% \% \% Aesthetics, Serenity

Additional Comments and Concerns Expressed in the Generated Comments
ANDERSON, Cheryl(n addition to the concerns listed below, I'm especially worried about the impact on dark skies. People can draw thebshamdds, ospreys, migratory birds, and
other nonhuman animals cannot as readily adapttoamesée®d AEOOT Ai 711 AOOOT A1 OAEAADI A8o

DECKER, Jo#lt is particularly essential that the project not be visible from 395, nor from 120 east of 395 to the high point besweesnGtater and the Montnyo Craters, nor particularly
from the primary scenic locations around the lake, including South Tufa. This does not seem impossible to me in broasluteribe Draft doesn't. address these needs.

FREEMAN, KyriAs much as I, with so many otherppaieciate the great food at the Mobil Station, the size and location of the proposed new development worry me. That indersect
(395/120) is busy already. In particular, it's gotten hard to pull off 120 and make the left turn to head down 395 inWitiowmore traffic at the intersection, either there's going to need

to be a traffic light installed, or | think there are going to be delays and even accidents, between vehicles and also behicdes and deer. Then, there's the issue that this is @hbllgy
complex that really doesn't fit the overall look of the town and creates a significant visual angbbifjation impact. It will be visual from many areas around the lake, including South Tufa
and Panum Crater. Lastly, the need for this large pcbja a town whose economy is primarily seasonal seems questionable to me. Is it really needed? Are there alternativesibia a

in keeping with the community as a whole? During my visit earlier this month | spoke with at least one local businesstmwmesil serious concerns about the project.

HIBBETT, Lori (1) Traffic at the 395/120 intersection. Will 395 be widened to allow a merge la2eTli@ye is rarely any extended time period where there are no smmilable in Lee
Vining. And if thereare no rooms, folks can easily head to Bridgeport or June Lake. This could significantly impact those with existing bbsied®ing and lodging(3) Dark skies
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even though the correct lighting fixtures are in the plan that doesn't address casligfhl50 + vehicle headlamps shining every which direction, front porch and interior lights in the
residential area. The existing lights in Lee Vining are significant as seen from South(4)ufx they REALLY need 100 PLUS Households to support 120hok| and restaurant? | would
think that is over kill. I'm not in the hospitality business but can walk through any midsized hotel and see probablyesvpatgpig each floor (2 for this proposed hotel) so a total of 12
housekeeping staff (maybe 15). &t the restaurant will likely have no more than 20 total staff for it to successfully operate throughout the year. Wérpedple now. That is a far cry
from the 100 + rooms being soughitdo see there is an expectation for job/population growth ie Mining in the near future. However, over 50% of the residents make between $20,000
$30,000. | am concerned that they will be priced out of the housing availability.

KEMPER, Laud, Pléase consider alternatives to reduce the visual impdotduding preserving night sky. Also, the document should outline additional alternatives to protect wildlife
especially deer migration corridors and habitat. Lastly, sewage treatment should be required such that increases in aitidgéosphorus concerations in groundwater are kept to a

I ETEI O AT A 1T AT ACAA O OEAO ET AOAAOGAO ET 1 OOOEAT O 11 AAET ¢ O OOOCAAT O ATA -111T
MCPHERSON, BarryDue to many concerns that other commenters have brought up and that | brought up in my Novembec@&@tents, this very large proposed development for
Mono Basin, and especially large for the town of Lee Vining, needs to move in reasonable stages over a decade Gontorgencies at each phase need to preclude additional phases
being built if probéms arise. This would include problems in the areas(aj)community disruption and conflictgpb) services for safety, security, schools, and emergency medical situations,
(c)increased pedestrian safety and parking issues in the town of Lee Vifagxcessive load on volunteer fifeghters with equipment inadequacies for the new demand,

- air quality impacts from vehicles and heating of space and water within buildg)ygater table and streamflow(f) night-sky pollution impacts, especially fno outdoor lighting at the
development,(g) highway safety, including vehicle/deer interactiorfl) wildlife migration and population health (particularly mule dedf)workforce housing needs within the basi(),
wildfire risks, andKk) increased leva and frequency of extreme storm and climate conditions as forecasted global warming impacts become reality.

Local, state, national, and international development of technologies to reduce fassildependence and reduce other greenhouse gas ewpmsscontributing to the growing rate of
global warming could permit faster construction of this proposed housing/hotel/restaurant development. The same appligsltpdeent of water conservation technologies.

| support the following phased developmentpl already submitted by at least one other commenter:

PHASE 1:15 apartments are built, with preference given to Mobil gas mart and deli workers and residents of the Mono Basin.

PHASE 2:The hotel and/or hilltop restaurant is designed and approbgdhe Board of Supervisors, leading to actual completion of the facilities.

PHASE 3:An additional 15 apartment units are allowed, based on new jobs provided by the hotel (15 apartments) and/or hilltop meéi@uapartments).

PHASE 4:As timeprogresses, the need, occupancy, impacts on the town, impacts on traffic, impacts on deer migration, etc. should becornkeanort that point, whch may be at
least 10 years ouhe situation is reevaluated by Mono County and the local community with the possibility of more residential construction.

) ACOAA xEOE OAAAT O AlTii AT OO )B80A OAAT O OEA A £E£EAA Qunf@Ek® can®iEnity@nd toAhd ManinbtiEwoRerddody A
commutes burning fossil fuels, especially on icy roads over high summits like Deadman (the second highest summit to CamiayhBaughout all states traversed by Hwy 395), are
counterproductiveand dangerous. The planners should try to enhance projects closer to the jobs in Mammoth. The proponent should reach out to residentéimihgesnd the rest of
Mono Basin and discuss alternatives to this very large and impactful developmentldais@ me that Mono County and the SEIR consultant should increase their outreach as the Fin:
SEIR is prepared.

MURAMOTO, Jo Ann | am particularly concerned that the proposed expansion is located on top of the headwaters of the Owens River (eaperdiapply for the City of Los Angeles)
and the headwaters of Mono Lake, an inland lake which provides valuable habitat for migratory birds and wildlife. Thiswilojgen the door to future cumulative impacts on water
quality and habitat because will encourage further development in the area. Demand for drinking water will increase and will strain water supg@liesgion which is known as the "
Land of Little Raid' If this project is to have minimal impact on the environment, a ldagn water protection and conservation plan, advanced wastewater treatment, stormwater
treatment that replenishes the aquifer and takes into account changes in precipitation due to climate change, and cléiatientof responsible parties may help to mitigacumulative
impacts. The last item is particularly important to ensure that mitigation measures are implemented and maintained ovarghiar.

PAINTER, Michael J | am writing on behalf of the more than 950 members and supporters of CaliforniaNgefstiern Wilderness (CalUWild), a citizens organization dedicated to
encouraging and facilitating participation in legislatiasd administrative actions affecting wilderness and other public lands in the West. Our members use and enjoy public lands
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Calfornia and all over the West, A APPOAAEAOA OEEO 1 DbDBi 006061 EOU O1 AITiT T AT O 11 OEA $3%) 2 vikméntaOrplctsb O
listed in the projec{DSEIR}hat are considered significant and unavoidableof CalUWild's standpoint, the most significant are those that affect the natural environment, specifically
impacts on the scenic resources, the creation of light and glare and impacts to wildlife. This is not to discount negetote tmthe town of Le Vining, such as traffic and safety.

Visitors from all over the world come to Mono Lake to experience its unique geology and dramatic scenery against theagiapit¢he Eastern Sierra. The area's scenic importance is
reflected in the fact thathe Mono Basin is a "National Scenic Area. " As proposed now, the development will be visible from far and wide acrass.th@iB@oes for both visitors to
Mono Lake, particularly the South Tufa Area, and people traveling along U.S. 395 from the. sbih project should not be visible from South Tufa or from 395.

Glare from windows will only add to the prominence of the development. This will have extremely negative consequencegofsr ansl their enjoyment. It is unacceptable.
There is an in@asing recognition of the value of dark skies at nightMore development of tis type will negatively impact the ability of visitors to see the stars at night.
Finally, wildlife movement needs to be protected, especially cumulative impacts to deer.

From an adequacy standpoint, the Final SEIR needs to include alternatives that reduce these impacts to a much lesstdeymfidais disappointing that the Draft does not already
consider mitigation that would reduce the project's visibility. Thigersection is the "Gateway to Yosemite," after all, and should reflect an accompanying respect for the nature
environment. This proposal fails on that count. The construction of the Mobil Station was already an intrusion, even reititite unobtrusveness. This proposal is very much more
significant (and worse)Again, we urge you to reject ifThank you for the opportunity to comment. Please inform us of your decision in this matter and please also inform useof furth
opportunities to be involvedh your public decisiomaking processes.

POTTER, SpencerThe project rejects the Optional Siting Alternative because this alternative does not " deliver outstanding views fromdjeet][ite " (DSEIR 7.4). However, the
Project results in significge and unavoidable aesthetic impacts which will irreparably mar the landscape and ruin the view from South Tufa. The negichage is trading the values of
the community's views from South Tufa for views for the project proponent. The lead agency leashoright by this developer at the expense of the public's viewshed and the
environmental and aesthetic values of this landscape.

I am writing to comment on the Tioga Inn Specific Plan & SEIR. Thank you for your work on tfied&EfRoposed Tioga Inn gelopment is completely out of character with the current
development of the Mono Basin and Lee Vining area, and would result in many unavoidable negative impacts that cannotabedimitigidentified by the SEIRhe SEIR considers a
02AA0AAA $AQAIGARITIAMMOEOARG xEEAE xi Ol A OAAOAA OEA EI OOET ¢ AAOAIT @i !Al @A GHOA @ E XApapo O4
A 0.1 001 EAAOGe Al OAOT AOEOAh xEEAE EO /Rbdided DevelddmérE sEerdatve (Vi a dréatEran 50% Aeduidnlin thg prapdsedihousing
development) should be considered and recommended in the SEIR, and the project as proposed should be rejected, aloegtisithofeny alternatives that includ0 units of housing,
including the Cluster Design Alternative and the Apartment Design Alternative. As explicitly laid out in the SEIR, ther@vaidable negative impacts with any of the projects that involve
that much housing including on deer migridon, traffic, visual impact, and safety.

Reasons cited against the Reduced Development Alternative and the No Project Alternatives are that they do not meet theéprole AEAAOEOAO 1T £ POI OEAET C
the project site toaccommodate a majority of employees of the hotel, the fs#irvice restaurant and other onsite land uses (page@86 4 EA AECCAOO bHOT Al Al >
objective, which justifies the scale of the housing project based on aexistent OET OCE ABPDPOT OAAQ Ei OAI AT A A OEAT OAGEAAI OxI C
ever be built (it has been approved for decades and not been built), and there is no current need for housing feexisteahemployees. Thus, we astuck evaluating whether the
housing project meets the needs of the hotel, which may or may not eversewxistmay end up with a 100 unit housing development for 300 people, more than doubling the size of Le
Vining, and no hotel for them to work at.

If this project were evaluated for what it is, a simple housing development for the sake of rental housing, the Reduced Deneldpemative would be a perfect solution for providing
housing on a scale that is currently needed in Lee Vining (in my viaewsjigp for 3660 people). | recognize the difficulty perhaps in changing the proposed goals and taking the hotel ou
of the equation, though | strongly urge you to doesbut a simple solution is project phasing. Please consider a Phased Project Altermdtarme a small amount of housing (I propose 15

01T EOOQq AAT AA APPOI OAA £ O AOOOAT O Ai 1 OOOOAOGEIT T A OO beng dn intrdaked Edrkfbrkevhén fBe IdtelAs bditx | O E /]
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Please also change thetife £ OEA DBOI EAAO OI OAEA 1060 OEA xi OA OxI1 OE M tiiskAdusing is 4dE dingénEdd b rkal wotkforicenédd A
and is really just a general rental housing development project. It is not going to belalffier housing (as stated by County officials at the public meeting in Lee Vining in July), and an
regulations that residents must be working in Mono County are unenforceable. In the very title of the proposed projecyéhepdr (and by extension, theounty) is egregiously

i EO1 AAAET ¢ OEA POAITEA T &£ -111 #1101 0U AU OOET ¢ OEA xi @A &% IO0ORA GAA£®Dh4 BPRGADA T BROO!
for the Tioga Inn or not. This was made abundgmear at the July public meeting in Lee Vining, with both the county and developdioitiping between justifying the project based on
the hotel workforce and saying it is needed to provide general housing for areas as far away as Mammoth Mountain.

BAAAOOA OEEO bPOI DI OAl EO 110 Ox1 OEAEI OAASd ET OOET ch ATl A, | fedheddybu ntodify ahdrevhliald thd Retlubel T C
Development Alternative as defined in SEIR (a 50% decrease in units). tgésgou to considera.O2 AAOAAA $AOAT T DI AT O 11 OAOT AGEOA w6 h «x
80%, from 100 units to 20 units. Based on the calculations in the SEIR (100 units housing 300 people), 20 units wouldpsmgder about 6@eople, which is much more fitting with

the nature of the Mono Basin and would reduce negative impacts tagignificant levels, and would provide the amount of housing actually needed in the area, at a reasonable pace
development. As stated in the SE|the Dep. of Finance projects that the populations of Lee Vining and Mono City will increase by 52 and 41 people, respectively by 2040.

The SEIR considers a 50% reduction in housing units for the Reduced Development Alternative. In my original camriresiSEIR | recommended a 50% reduction from the 80 units
proposed then (I proposed 40 units). In thellSEhe number of units has been inexplicably increased from 80 to 100 with no justification | could locate in the SEIRtdé¢uheepublic
meeting in July, county officials and the people who wrote the SEIR were also unable to explain the justification for ther@0easié in units from the draft to current version of the EIR.
Please include a justification in the next draft of the SEIR foy %00 units are needed instead of 8hese proposals would forever change the character, nature, and quality of life in the
Mono Basin and Lee Vining through the following impacts identified by the SEIgnificant visual impacts. Any approved projegttould reduce aesthetic and visual impacts to an
insignificant level. Visual impacts should also be considered along with the impacts of the approved hotel and gas stdtiwot, @ecemeal (the visual impact will not be piecemgal)
Significant, cumulatie impacts on deer migration. Any mitigation for this would be contingent on outside agencies and not the developers; dsesmttigation is unenforceable and

not guaranteed, which is unacceptablénpacts on public safety & traffic. Mitigation of thegactors depends on uncertain funding and approval of outside agencies, and is likewise
unenforceable and not guaranteed.

To summarize, | recommend the following to be included in the Final #IR2 AEAAO | E8BA8 OAIT 11 O pofed propbsalithe ClisteredDeveldpinénd Aterafive,
and the Apartment Development Alternatives because they have too many negative impacts that cannot be mitifated. | AE£AU OEA OOAOAA DPOT EAAD CI
workforcehousi¢ 11T OEA DOT EAAO OEOA OiF AAAT T 11T AAdGdthefprojechdodl © BeQdbrovidEa deds@nbble driofndof derderadénil hau$ing As
needed for the Mono Basin/Lee Vining communityg 4 AEA OEA AEOETI CAT Oi ®® ixAEOAOEDx pXHAARASG OEOI A8 2 £
E -2oAsider the Reduced Development Alternative (at a 50% reduction in housing level) considering the project as a simpieusin@gldevelopment for current real housing needs,
and not as hosing for the theoretical future hotelg  #1 1 OEAAO A 2AAO0AAA $AOGAT T PI AT O 11 OAOT ACEOA W REI# 14 EOEMEA OOF
Development Alternative in which 15 units are allowed to be built immediately, butéhinder.. is contingent on actual workforce need atthe sike. * OOOE AU ET OEA
development proposal was increased from 80 to 100 units; if there is no reasonable justification, please drop the pragdea88®d his proposal, asefined, would without doubt forever
change the character of the Mono Basin, through visual impacts, increased traffic, and negative impacts on deer, ashevetias than quadrupling of population of the town of Lee
Vining (SEIR states that 89 peopler@ntly live in Lee Vining). The Mono Basin and Mono County deserve an honest, sﬁmrgb’rd proposal that does not try to justify an inappropriately
OAAI AAh AAOOOOAOEOA OAlT OAT EI OOEI ¢ AAOGAI T Pi AT O xEOE Al Ei ACET AOU Oxi OEA&AI OAAs AOD

RATTENNE, Kirk], My(nain concern is as currently proposed, the project will be highly visible from many classic viewpoints including SnuBaiurih Crater, and Highway 395 south
of Lee Vining, and will have significant impacts on the prized dark nigtEA O OE OT OCET 60 OEA -111 "AOEi h AAAO T ECOAQGEITTh OE

RAY, Daniel See the city of Flagstaff, AZ as an exampittp://www.flagstaffdarkskies.org/internationatlark-sky-city/

SCHWARZ, Christianl am writing to comment on the Tioga Inn Specific Plan & SEIR. Thank you for your work BiRfiise proposed Tioga Inn development is completely out of
character with the current development of the Mono Basin and Lee Vining area, and would result in many unavoidable magatiteethat cannot be mitigatedper] the SEIR.
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The SEIR considersai2 AAOAAA $AOGAI T PIi AT O 11 OAOT AOEOARG xEEAE x1 O1 A OAAOAAEOERI AT OAET g AABDACL
4EA 3%)2 Al O OAEAAOO A O.1 0071 EAAOS Alp@idr N madifitdRAduced Betrelopineri AterAative (withi ArdateCiitarED % fedudtion in |

the proposed housing development) should be considered and recommended in the SEIR, and the project as proposed sheatddeateng with rejection of any alteatives that
include 100 units of housing, including the Cluster Design Alternative and the Apartment Design Alternative. As expliatly ilathe SEIR, there are unavoidable negative impacts with
any of the projects that involve that much housinghcluding on deer migration, traffic, visual impact, and safety.

Reasons cited against the Reduced Development Alternative and the No Project Alternatives are that they do not meet theéprofe AEAAOEOAO 1T £ DOl OEAET C
on the project site to accommodate a majority of employees of the hotel, the-§@livice restaurant and other onsite land uses (page@86 4 EA AECCAOO DOT Al Al
that objective, which justifies the scale of the housing project based on af@hE OOAT O | OET OCE ADPDOI OAAQ ET OAl AT A A OEAT OAOQE]
will ever be built (it has been approved for decades and not been built), and there is no current need for housingregitstant employees. fius, we are stuck evaluating whether the
housing project meets the needs of the hotel, which may or may not everenistmay end up with a 100 unit housing development for 300 people, more than doubling the size of Lee
Vining, and no hotel for them to wérat.

If this project were evaluated for what it is, a simple housing development for the sake of rental housing, the ReducedrdavieRlternative would be a perfect solution for providing
housing on a scale that is currently needed in Lee Vining Yiview, housing for 380 people). | recognize the difficulty perhaps in changing the proposed goals and taking the hotel out
of the equation, though | strongly urge you to doesbut a simple solution is project phasing. Please consider a Phased Prdjectative, where a small amount of housing (I propose 15
01 EOO6Qq AAT AA ApbOi OAA &£ O AOOOAT O AT 1 OOOOAOEIT 1T AOO bdng dnintrdabed wdrkibrkedvhén fBe idtelds bditx T O E A
Please also changeEA OEOI A T £ OEA DOI EAAO OI OAEA 1060 OEA x1 OA 7 thishodsigh notAdhtihgent drEabaal workadbde A E
need and is really just a general rental housing development project. It is not going affordable housing (as stated by County officials at the public meeting in Lee Vining in July), and
any regulations that residents must be working in Mono County are unenforceable. In the very title of the proposed grejdel/éloper (and by extsion, the county) is egregiously

i EOI AAAET ¢ OEA POATEA T £ -111T #1 010U AU OOET ¢ OEA xI1 ®dhouBedin Eegardizds bfavbethdrihey@reEO E OO«
Ox1 OE&AI OAAd £ O OEA 4&dbupdantly dliebr atithd July publié mekting i® Lee Vinihg, with Aoth the county and developioiiing between justifying the

project based on the hotel workforce and saying it is needed to provide general housing for areas as far away as Mammi@in MoA AAOOA OEEO bOI bi OAI EO
and because it is not contingent in any way on the construction of the hotel, | recommend you modify-avaluate the Reduced Development Alternative as defined in SEIR (a 50%
decreaseinunit§ ) Al O OOCA Ui ® OF AiT OEAAO Al i OEAO Al OAOI AGEOA xtomidHbusihdunits of B8] flom A uhiksd A
to 20 units. Based on the calculations in the SEIR (100 units housing 300 peopigs2@uld provide housing for about 60 people, which is much more fitting with the nature of the
Mono Basin and would reduce negative impacts to +significant levels, and would provide the amount of housing actually needed in the area, at a reagueablef development. As
stated in the SEIR, the Department of Finance projects that the populations of Lee Vining and Mono City will increasedyBReople, respectively by 2040.

The current SEIR considers a 50% reduction in housing unitsdd®educed Development Alternative. In my original comments on the draft EIR | recommended a 50% reduction from
the 80 units proposed then (I proposed 40 units). In the SIER, the number of units has been inexplicably increased fif® @@Hmo jusfication | could locate in the SEIR document.
At the public meeting in July, county officials and the people who wrote the SEIR were also unable to explain the jostiicdiie 20 unit increase in units from the draft to current
version of the EIR. Ehse include a justification in the next draft of the SEIR for why 100 units are needed instead of 80.

These proposals would forever change the character, nature, and quality of life in the Mono Basin and Lee Vining thréallginihg impacts identifiel by the SEIRE 3 EC1 E £E A A
impacts. Any approved project should reduce aesthetic and visual impacts to an insignificant level. Visual impacts shbeld@fsidered along with the impacts of the approved hotel

and gas station, and not piecemk@he visual impact will not be piecemed®) 3 ECT EZEAAT Oh AOI 61 AGEOA EI PAAOGO 11 AAAO 1 ECOAOD
agencies and not the developers; as such, the mitigation is unenforceable and not guaranteed, winiabdsptable.Z2 ) | PAAOO 11 DOAI EA OAAEAOU O OC
depends on uncertain funding and approval from outside agencies, and is likewise unenforceable & not guaranteed.

To summarize, | recommend the following to be includeche Final SEIRE. 2 AEAAO | E8BA8 OAI 110 OAAT I T AT A 1T O OAI AAG6q OEA .

and the Apartment Development Alternatives because they have too many negative impacts that cannot be mitigated. | A EDOA ORRBA DOT EAAO CcT AT O OT
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x| OEAI OAA ET OOET C 11 OEA DPOI EAAO OEOA O1 -whrlkd projedt dodl @ Ae td\prolide & Fedsen@tie amodint & bebdral renfalthusing As
needed for the Moo Basin/Lee Vining community. 2 4 AEA OEA AEOET CAT O1I 6O x1 OA Oxi OEAI OAAG I60 1 &
E -2oAsider the Reduced Development Alternative (at a 50% reduction in housing level) considering the project as sesimidi@using development for current real housing needs,
and not as housing for the theoretical future hotdf. #1 1T OEAAO A 2AA0AAA $AOGAT T PI AT O 11 OAOT ACEOA W REI# 1 X EOFEAMEA OOF
Development Alernative in which 15 units are allowed to be built immediately, but the remainder... is contingent on actual workforcet tieesite.Z7 * OOOE AU ET OEA
development proposal was increased from 80 to 100 units; if there is no reasquostifieation, please drop the proposal back to 80.

This proposal, as defined, would without doubt forever change the character of the Mono Basin through visual impactsedhicegfis, negative impacts on deer, as well as the more

than quadrupling opopulation of the town of Lee Vining (the SEIR states that 89 people currently live in Lee Vining). The Mono Basin andugndeServe an honest and straight
forward proposal that does not try to justify an inappropriately scaled, destructive refitaDFOET ¢ AAOAT 1 b1 AT & xEOE Al EI ACET AOU Ox1i OE,
STANSBERY, Steve®) +. /7 OEAOA EO | OAE i1 OA OEAO AAT AA AT T A ET 1 OAA Qo cdrtacthéifietnAtioraldarkskyE O

I OO1T AEAOCET 1T OEAO EAO AAAAAAO 1T £ OOAAAOGOAEOI AobpAOEAT AA ET DPOAOCAOOETI ¢ OEA AGPAOEAI
SULLIVAN, Jeftf For many Mono County visitors, the attraction of the Mono Basin is specifically its relativelyalogest nature: for sunrise photography, daylight landscape
photography, sunset photography, night photography, and astrophotography. Dark Sky tourism is a major increasing globabttieigda major development within eyesight of South

Tufa and Black Pot, and where even mitigated and compliant increased lighting will impact the critical dark sky resource, will significethélglversely affect Mono County's
attractiveness as a night landscape photography, astronomy anevgitghing destination.

Oneworkshop series alone can bring hundreds of thousands of dollars into area businesses. A casual Internet search yieldsatfooperations, and that doesn't count individual
visitors, informal groups, or organized tours clearly increasing from oversearces such as China. Some operations charge $1000/daypfdayt trips! The local business impact is
easily currently in tens of millions of dollars, and it's placed in jeopardy by any visual impacts, particularlglitios ad any light whatsoeverThe value of Mono County is not
impervious to all assaults. Please consider and recognize this as one of your greatest ones as dark night sky desticatensteasingly rare and ever more valuable. While overall
global light pollution increases alob 2-3% per year, Mono County's value as a destination could and sheufttreasing, not decreasing.

With this proposal and development, the County clearly is ignorant of its resource, and utterly blindsided to the potepdied. iEducateyourselves. Look at the light pollution on the
slopes above Lee Vining today, in photos from South Tufa. Existing light sources need to be severely cut back and nifitidatedCounty has not consulted the International Dark Sky
Association for most singent lighting regulations and ways to reduce overall light pollution, as well as dark sky place certification. The exidtingure value of Lee Vining as a dark
sky destinationis threatened with extinctionTo deal with the possibility (likelihood®f Mono County not adequately recognizing and protecting its resource, | am already assessing
replacement destinations to move my business to. There are some stunning alternatives in Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Idaho and,Modtl've already scouted manfytbem. Expect
many of the other existing and future operations to do make similar assessments.

The need for employee housing is clearly important, but it is also clear that development is FAR more appropriate fordabasier to existing light sourseand a much healthier

general trend for lighting in the area is downward. Could the development be sited much closer to the existing light Stamnudth Lakes or June Lake (which themselves need to be
reduced), perhaps via a land swap with USFS, LADBY®, or...? Given that this is a critical concern, all options must be fully explored.

YOVOVICH, VERONICB 4 EA 3%) 2 Ai 1T OEAAOO A O2ARAA0AAA $AOGAIT T DI AT O 11 OAOT AGE O h(dO AGAQR HBrex 1 KOO A
i ATOATT U 30PAOEI O !'1 OAOT AGEOVGA8B8SG 4EA 3%) 2 Al O OAE A AdpériorAA ntddified Redutel Bedefdpmerit Al@rAaivie B0
greater than 50% reduction in the proposed housing developmehtuld be considered and recommended in the SEIR, and the project as proposed should be rejected, along with
rejection of any alternatives that include 100 units of housing, including the Cluster Design Alternative and the Aparasigmt Blternative. Agxplicitly laid out in the SEIR, there are
unavoidable negative impacts with any of the projects that involve that much hoasimgluding on deer migration, traffic, visual impact, and safety.

Reasons cited against the Reduced Development Alternative and the No Project Alternatives are that they do not meet th&proe AEAAOEOAOG 1T £ POI OEAET C
on the project site tamccommodate a majority of employees of the hotdigtfullservice restaurant and other onsite land uses (page@86 4EA AECCAOO bDOI Al Al
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that objective, which justifies the scale of the housing project based on af@hE OOAT O | OET OCE ADPDOI OAA® HIARM 8 MEMA A GEAITTAA GED
will ever be built (it has been approved for decades and not been built), and there is no current need for housingriesitstant employees. Thus, we are stuck evaluating whether the
housing project meetshe needs of the hotel, which may or may not ever exise may end up with a 100 unit housing development for 300 people, more than doubling the size of Lee
Vining, and no hotel for them to work df.this project were evaluated for what it is, a simpteusing development for the sake of rental housing, the Reduced Development Alternative
would be a perfect solution for providing housing on a scale that is currently needed in Lee Vining (in my view, hoG§u8@ foeople). | recognize the difficultyephaps in changing the
proposed goals and taking the hotel out of the equation, though | strongly urge you todbwioa simple solution is project phasing. Please consider a Phased Project Alternative, wher:
a small amount of housing (I propose 15unftshi AA ADDPOT OAA &£ O AOGOOAT O AT 1 OOOOAOGEIT ABO OEA OAInireleadsddd 1 |
workforce when the hotel is built.

#EAT CA OEA OEOI A 1T &£ OEA DPOI EAAO QlkadifyAdE the rédaddls | jGsEekplairmthis Aougng is AoEcatitirgénfod a read vilnEkiorcedéedandis E O
really just a general rental housing development project. It is not going to be affordable housing (as stated by Couaty afftbe public meetingn Lee Vining in July), and any

regulations that residents must be working in Mono County are unenforceable. In the very title of the proposed projeelyelapdr (and by extension, the county) is egregiously
misleading the public of Mono CountybyusC OEA x1 OA Ox1 OE&AI OAA86 4EEO EO EOOO OA1T OAl EIT OOET cdre AT A AT U

Oxi OE&I OARA6 £ O OEA 4EICA )11 10 1108 4EEO xAO 1 AAAcodny érid deddoget fligflophingfodt@eey BtifyDgthe * O1 |
project based on the hotel workforce and saying it is needed to provide general housing for areas as far away as Mamniaih.Moun
"AAAOOA OEEO DPOI BiI OAl EO 11 ©not@eniingekitBiatyAvdydn thelcdh€rbction bf thd fiowl, | edokrAeddydu ntodiy dadakeate the Reduced

Development Alternative as defined in SEIR (a 50% decrease in units). | also urge you to econ§iderA AOAAA $AOAT | Bi Adh @ould be@ AeBuctibrOEnOUSIngwWiDitR  x
of 80%, from 100 units to 20 units. Based on the calculations in the SEIR (100 units housing 300 people), 20 units vadeuthpsanvg for about 60 people, which is much more fitting
with the nature of the Mono Bsin and would reduce negative impacts to nsignificant levels, and would provide the amount of housing actually needed in the area, at a reasonable
pace of development. As stated in the SEIR, the DepFinance projects that the populations of Lee Yigniand Mono City will increase by 52 and 41 people, respectively by 2040.

The current SEIR considers a 50% reduction in housing units for the Reduced Development Alternative. In my original comtherdsaft EIR | recommended a 50% reduction from

the 80 units proposed then (I proposed 40 units). In the SIER, the number of units has been inexplicably increased fid® &@hao justification | could locate in the SEIR document.

At the public meeting in July, county officials and the people winote the SEIR were also unable to explain the justification for the 20 unit increase in units from the draft to current
version of the EIR. Please include a justification in the next draft of the SEIR for why 100 units are needed instead of 80.

IfitisEl BT OOEAT A O AT 1 OEAAO OEEO DPOI EAAO E1T OAPAOAOGEIT KAii OBEASBBOLAANAI EPDOAT OPI A
would allow a small amount of housing development (15 units) to be ipuiftediately, with the remainder of the housing being contingent on actual workforce need at the Tioga Inn site
(i.e., the hotel is being built and more housing is needed for-lilmbmployees, not imaginary onesyly final recommendation is that the pregt as proposed in the SEIR be rejected (i.e.
01106 OAATITTATAAA 10 OAI AAGAAGQqh AlT1C xEOE OEA #1 O0O0ADtAeke thide AlterhabvasOndlida $igdificanbredatyé ! |
impacts that cannot be fullynitigated.

These proposals would forever change the character, nature, and quality of life in the Mono Basin and Lee Vining throoitgwiing impacts identified by the SEIE 3 ECT E EE A A
impacts. Any approved project should reduce aesthatid visual impacts to an insignificant level. Visual impacts should also be considered along with the impacts of the dpgsdved
and gas station, and not piecemeal (the visual impact will not be piecenieal)3 ECT E £ZEAAT Oh A Oi OratidrOAnPriitigatibnBoh tRiOwduld be coAtifgardon louEsEle
agencies and not the developers; as such, the mitigation is unenforceable and not guaranteed, which is unaccgptapld. PAAOO 11 BOAT EA OAEAOU 0O OC
depends o uncertain funding and approval from outside agencies, and is likewise unenforceable & not guaraieedmmarize, | recommend the following to be included in the Final
SEIRE 2AEAAO j E8B8A8 OAT 11 O OAAT I i AlhAcClisereddAvieldpféndAlternativel and tbeOnpaktingdt DBVBIOpE dniAfternatiVds Becalsk thay have
too many negative impacts that cannot be mitigateg. - T AELZU OEA OOAOAA DPOI EAAO CciT Al O O 0O0OO0E &éio andbmadodetela Adjoritd |

i £ Al Pl T UAAOG iwdd tbeprlojedE dod) h beltdproide a reasonable amount of general rental housing as needed for the Mono Basin/LemWimogity. E 4 AEA Ol
AEOET CAT O1 60 x1 OA OxitideE2sl IAAKA 1 OO0 E My HERIMIOd RehA@DDévelapifent Alternative (at a 50% reduction in housing level)
considering the project as a simple rental housing development for current real housing needs, and not as housing farétieahtuture hotel. 2 #1 1 OEAAO A 2AAOAA
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Alternative 2 in which the amount of housing is reduced by 80% to 20 whits# | T OEAAO A OEAOAA $AOCAT T PI AT O '1 OAOT AGEOGA ET «x

remainder... is contingent on actual workforce need atthe gte. * OOOE AU ET OEA &ET Al 3%) 2 xEU OEA AAOGAI T PI AT O DPOI DI «
justification, please drop the proposal back to 80.
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Many of the comments received during the DSEIR public review period were on shared or thematic issues or concerns.
Topical responses have been provided in this section to comprehensively address these common issues (the topical
responses complement the dividual responses provided in FSEIR 85ble4-1below lists the @ issues for which topical

[Type text]

TIOGA COMMUNITY HOUSING FINAL SUBSEQUENT EIR

X

SECTION

TOPICAL RESPONSES

responses have been prepared, and cross references the comment letters in which the issue was raised.

TABLE4-1. TOPICAL RESPONSESBO ADDRESS KEMSUES RAISED

TOPICAL
RESPONSE

ISSUE ADDRESSED

WHERE ISSUE IS DISCUSSED
IN EIR COMMENTS & RESPONSES

Aesthetics and Project
Design

Letter 1, Comment 1

Letter 2, Comment 10

Letter 3, Comments 102

Letter 6, Comment 2

Letter 10,Comment 4b

Letter 12, Comments |.A:LA.8, 1.D.4.d, 1.D.4.e, |.D.4.h, IHAD
Letter 15, Comment 11.B.1

Letter 16, Comments 16, 17

Table3-2 & AppendixA, individual comment®n aesthetics
Table3-3 & AppendixB, generated comment®n aesthetics

Light and Glare

Letter 1, Comment 1

Letter 6, Comment 4

Letter 10, Comment 3d

Letter 12, Comment LA.5, LA.6, 1.D.4.g, HIAD

Letter 15, Comment I.B.1

Letter 16, Comment 18

Table 32 & Appendix A, individual comments on lightare
Table 33 & Appendix B, generated comments on liggfiare

Alternatives

Topical Response #3

Letter 6, Comment 5

Letter 10, Comment 5

Letter 12, Comment II.AI.D

Letter 15, II.C

Table 32 & Appendix A, individual comments aifternatives
Table 33 & Appendix B, generated comments on alternatives

Pedestrian Linkage and
Safety

Letter 3, Comment 9
Letter 4, Comment 3
Letter 10, Comment 3b
Letter 12, Comment I1.D
Letter 16, Comment 20
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Table 32 & Appendix Aindividual comments on pedestrian linkag
and safety
Table 33 & Appendix B, generated comments on pedestrian linkg
and safety

Wildlife Crossing
Habitat Values

Letter 1, Comment 2

Letter 3, Comment 5

Letter 12, Comment I.C.1, I.C.5,

Letter 13, Commerg3, 6, 7

Table 32 & Appendix Aindividual comments omildlife crossing
Table 33 & Appendix Bgenerated comment®n wildlife crossing

Secondary Emergency
Access, Public Safety
EvacuationPlan

Letter 2, Comment 3

Letter 3, Comment 14

Letter 8, Comments 5

Letter 10, Comments 3a and 3g

Letter 11, Comment 1

Letter 15, Comment I.B.2

Letter 16, Comment 15

Letter 18, Comment 1

Table 32 &Appendix A individual comments on secondary acces
Table 33 & Appendix Bgenerated comments on secondary acce:

Phasing Plan

Letter 8, Comment 2

Letter 16, Comment 3

Table3-2 & AppendixA, individual comment®n phasing
Table3-3 &Appendix B generated comment®n phasing

Housing Need,
Occupancy, and Project
Objectives

Letter 10, Comment 6

Letter 13, Commerg4, 8

Letter 15, Comment IL.A, 11.B.6

Letter 16, Comment 2

Table 32 & Appendix Aindividual comments orhousing need&
occupancy

Table 33 & Appendix Bgenerated comments on housing need ar
occupancy

Traffic Impacts at SR
120/US 395 Junction

Letter 3, Comment 8

Table 32 & Appendix A individual comments on SR 120/US 3
intersection

Table 33 & Appendix Bgenerated comments on SR 120/US &
intersection

Appendix D, updated Traffic Impact Analysis

10

ESTA/ESUSDYARTS Bus
Stopsand Lee Vining
Parking Issues

Letter 3, Comments 6, 8

Letter 5, Comment 1

Table 32 &Appendix A, individual comments on bus services
Table 33 & Appendix B, generated comments on bus services

11

Water Supply and Water
Quality

Letter 7, Comments -8

Letter 12, Comment [.B-1B.3

Letter 13, Comment 2

Letter 16, Comments 114

Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments orgroundwater,
water supply and water quality

Table 33 & Appendix Bgenerated comments on groundwatel
water supply and water quality

Appendix C, updated Drainage Analysis

Letter 1, Comment i
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12 Significant Adverse Letter 6, Comments 3, 5, 6
Impacts Letter 9, Comments 2, 3c

Letter 10, Comment 7
Letter 12, Comments I.C.5, 1.D.2, 1.D.4.g, II.D.9
Letter 13, Comment 6
Letter 14, Comments 2, 3, 4
Letter 15, Comments 11.B.1, II.B.2, 11.B.4, 11.B.6, II.B.7,
Table3-2 & AppendixA, individual comment®n Significant Effects
Table 33 & Appendix Bgenerated comments oBignificant Effects
Letter 4, Comments 14, 15
13 EIR Scope of Analysis | Letter 6, Comment 1

Letter 7, Comment 5
Letter 8, Comment 3
Letter 10, Commerg2, 5, 7
Letter 15, Commenrd 1, 4,
Letter 16, Comment 4
Table 3-2 & AppendixA, individual commenton the EIRscope of
analysis
Table 33 & AppendixB, generatedcomments on the EIR scope ¢
analysis.
Letter 4, Comments 13, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 118, 14

14 ProJect |mpacts on Lee Letter 10, Comments 3e, 3f
Vining Planning and Letter 12, Comments 1.D.3, 1.D.4a, 1.D.4.c, 1.D.7, IV

C itv Ch Letter 15, Comment I.B.7

ommunity Character Letter 18, Comment 1

Table 3-2 & Appendix A, individual comments oncommunity
character

Table 33 & Appendix B, generated comments on communit
character
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TOPICAL RESPONSE 1

AESTHETICS, PROJET DESIGN, NEREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE 6

Potential project impacts omestheticresourcesvasby farthe concernmost frequentlyraisedin the DSEIR comment letters
Many of the letters requested that the project designreeonsidered with the goal tminimize visual and aesthetic impacts
to the maximum feasible extentand many suggeed design elements that should be evaluatéat this purpose Suggested
designelements inalided screening berms, generous landscapirgiditional grading to lowerthe elevation and profile of
housing,reducedstep down of pador use of a level ground elevation to facilitate clusteringe of colors and materiate
minimize contrastreplacement of 2story units with istory units to lower building profiles, and other suggestions. Many of
the comments requested modificatiorte entirely eliminate or significantly minimize project views from US 395, South Tufa
andother locations

The proposed housing design has been substantially modifie@sponse to thsuggestions and recommendations offered

by the community. The modified plarishereinreferredtcA O O! i O A @ AAGE G Ag 6OBaded\dnh disedsdionD | AT ¢
in this section, as well as the considerations outlined in Topical Response #3 (Aes)atilternative 6 is identified in this

FSEIR as the preferred alternativBubstantive changes in the modified concept plan include the following elements:

1. FORM, NUMBER AND ORIENTATION OF HOUSING STRUCTUREShown in Exhib#-1, the modified plan shows
a total of 11 residential structureshich is4 fewer structures than were shown in the original Concept Plan. In place of
the morerectilinear forms shown in the original plan, units in the modifiechpdae rectangular (some are almost square)
in shape, with the narrowest building wall oriented toward US;38%he original plan, the longestuilding walls were
oriented to US 395.Additionally, the Modified Plan provides additional separation betwedba buildings to reduce
massing. In combinationhe changel form, number ad orientation of housing structures substantially reduce the
surface area of walls and roofing with an eastern exposiiteese modificationslso substantially increase the suct&
area of roofing with a southerly exposurdus enhandng the efficiency of the solar panets be located on all south
facing roofs.

2. REVEGETATION OF DISTURBED AREAThe entire housing footprint will be graded in one phase, and all of the
graded lands (except for the area to be constructed in Phase I) willldged directly following grading. A new
Mitigation Measure has been developed with specifitallsregarding the revegetation of temporarily disturbed lands,
as outlined below:

NEW MITIGATION BIO 5.3(8)(Revegetation of Temporarily Disturbed Areas): The following measures shall be
provided for all project areas where temporary disturbance occurs duatiheork and grading:

(a) TOPSOILS: During earthwork, topsoil that must be disturbed in relatively sMreedhabitats will be removed to

A AAPOE 1T &£ Xwo AT A OOi AEPEI AA AO OEA 1 AOCET O 1T &£ OAI pI
will be used within one year of the completion of construction. During storage, topsoil will be armored to (a) minimize
dust emissions, and (b) optimize survival of native seeds during replanting.

(b) SCREENING: Trees to be planted onsiteséweening include native single leaf pinyon, Jeffrey pine, quaking
aspen, and seeded mountain mahogany. Noative Italian poplar sterile male transplants may be used in areas
where rapid screening growth is desired. Screening trees will be planted lgettseompensate for up to 50%
mortality prior to maturation. Irrigation and plant protection will be provided as needed to attain optimal tree growth,
tree health, and screening efficacy.
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(c) BITTERBRUSH: Bitterbrush will be a chief component of thatipta palette (see the shrubs listed on the
amended Plant Palé¢ (see Specific Plan Tablel, except adjacent to roads (SR 203 and US 395), where low
growing shrub will be planted to restore plant cover that allows drivers greater visibility of appr@adeer. Within

250 feet of these roads, cuiéaf rabbitbrush and desert peach will be the only shrubs included in revegetation efforts.

(d) SEED MIX ADJACENT TO ROADS: The seed mix to be used adjacent to roads (including the postaited
along US 39%@s shown in Specific Plan Exhibit2B shall consist of 1) cuéaf rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus
viscidiflorus, 12 ft maximum ht) and 2) desert peach (Prunus andersonii,2 ft), both of which argfasing, and
currently abundant orsite especially where the soil and vegetation has been disturbed.

(e) WEED CONTROL: Weed control will be practiced in all temporarily disturbed habitats. Soil stockpiles will be
included in weed controls. As the most invasive weeds in the project areaamanual species, annual control
scheduling will include at least one application prior to flowering and seed production. Weed control efficacy will be
evaluated for the first five years following the completion of constructietated disturbance, duringannual
monitoring in fall.

() MONITORING: Landscape plantings shall be monitored over a period of 5 years by a qualified biologist. The
progress of revegetation will be evaluated at the end of each growing season and reported with regard to attainment

of success criteria: 1) after 5 years, at least six live native shrubs per 4 square meters or 10% total living shrub canopy
cover will be present, 2) within screening areas, at least one live tree per 4 square meters will be present, 3) weeds will
together establish less than 10% canopy cover in sampled 4 square meter quadrats. If it appears at the time of annual
monitoring that any of these success criteria may not be met after 5 years, recommendations for specific remediations
including replanting or addtional weed control will be provided in the annual monitoring report.

Alternative 6 incorporates-Bigh berms below each of the main residential parking lots. These berms will be landscaped
to further screen the residential units, block direct viewseasidential lighting from US 395, and filter the indirect glow

of night lighting. The Conceptual Landscape Standards (see Tab® require that areening trees and shrubs be
planted to provide a visual break of the views of the faciliindto reducethe appearance of residence height and bulk

as seen from th&JS 395

3. REPLACEMENT OF-3TORY ELEVATIONS WITH-STORY ELEVATIONS Whereas the original concept plan
showed all 11 housing structures with 2 stories,of the 11 housing structures in the Modified Plan are proposed as 1
story structures. The proposedstory structures comprise all of the lower (i.e., southeastarast) buildings. The 5
housing structures on the upper row will remain ast@ry buildngs. The rooflinexposureof the 6 structureson the
lower rowwould be substantially attenuated by the change frorstries to 1 storyas described more fully below
01 AAO 04 O SRADING:8GTaded elevatioakng the easternmost housing graditige have been lowered by
anaverageoR feeh OT 11T OA A&OI 1 U OOE (sée&xhifitd-3, th&draeityplarEfbr Qliernaive ). EET |
Additionally, Alternative 6 shows 2 rows of housing structures (each with the parking area adjackdbamgradient)
whereas the original plan had four rows of housing structures, with parking between the upper and lower Zrosss.
sections are provided with the Modified Concept Plan to show the line of sight between the units and US 395. As shown
inExhibit4-3h OEA 11T xAO PAA Al AGAOGEIT O Al 11T xAA OEAxO A&£O01Ti1 53
the 1-story easternmost units) visible from US 395.

The lowered profile, in combination with the redesign of the most prominentictiures as 4tory building rather than
2-story structures, also minimizes the line of sight (and thus site visibility) from Navy Besschown in Ehibit 4-4,

the project site would be entirely screened from viewtla¢ South Tufaparking lot due to an intervening ridgeline.
Views of the lower six-&tory units would also be entirely screened from view at Navy Beach; however, all of the 5 two
story upper structures would remain visible from this vantage poartd from the South Tufa Beachhough at a
distance, sinc&outh Tufa andNavy Beaclare separated from the site by about 4 miles)

5. BERMS An analysis was conducted to determine whetharoasolidatedlandscaped berm below the loweow of
units (i.e., on the downslope hillside ®zof the housing development) would provide for additional screening. It was
determined from the lineof-sight drawings that a downslope berm would not eliminate either th®dt roofline view
from US 395, or the view of the upper tvstory units as see from Navy Beach. Since the addition of berms in this
location would require additional grading and earthwoskd leave a shosterm berm scay without providing any
additional lessening of visibility from offsite locations, this option was eliminatedmfrfurther consideration.

66



[Type text] [Type text] Tioga Community Housing FSEIR

Alternative 6retains the landscaped berm (also shown on the original plan) that provides visual screening between the
housing area and the fulervice restaurant, and incorporates a new landscaped beetow each of the residdral
parking lots toblock direct view of project lighting from offsite locations andpmvide additionalscreening

6. COLORS AND MATERIAIG 4EA T OECETAI 4 ET CA Al dxterioraratdridlE ¢B&ll e i0 | Al
harmony with the theme of a rustic, alpine appearance; ...roof materials shall be of dark muted colors, such as and not
1 EIl EOAA O OAAOOGEOITAG 10 OCOAAT 86 6EOEAI AforfanEd with U 1 A
appropriate fire codes. Tones shall be muted or earthtone in theme...Dark or neutral colors found in the immediate
00001 O1 AET ¢cO OET 01 A AA OO0A Asp&ifiOPIad AnizEndnit3 wilDif2IOEA figutiod T A
that all eastfacing walls shalh A DAET OAA ET O3EAEAO ' OAU8 AT A Alil 011 &0
and dark, muted colors.

7. PHASING: Phase 3 of the new phasing plan is comprised sole of units located on the upper (westernmost) row of
housing structures. As noted in Topical Response #7 (Phasing), the structures in this row are the most visible of the
units, due to their location at anlevation higher than the western row, and the fact that all are of 4story design
(structures in the lower eastern row are all of estery design). If housing demand is ultimately lower than projected
and fewer than 100 units are constructed, the stures eliminated from construction will be drawn from the most
visible group.
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EXHIBIT4-1. Alternative 6 Concept Plan
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